





































It	 is	not	substantially	 the	same	as	any	that	 I	have	submitted,	or,	 is	being	concurrently	
submitted	for	a	degree	or	diploma	or	other	qualification	at	the	University	of	Cambridge	






















in	 the	 20th	 century	 and	 post-structuralist	 readings	 in	 recent	 decades,	 suggests	 a	 new	
approach	 for	understanding	Greek	mythology.	Taking	Athenian	autochthony	as	a	case	
study,	it	argues	that,	instead	of	regarding	Greek	myth	as	either	a	narrative	system	with	
one	 universal	 logic	 (structuralist	 reading)	 or	 as	 an	 ever-changing	 corpus	 without	 a	
unified	concern	(post-structuralist	reading),	it	is	more	plausible	to	understand	various	
myths	as	a	dynamic	system	of	social	conversation,	where	individual	authors	and	different	
genres	 respond	 to,	 argue	with,	 or	 even	 compete	 against	 one	 another	 concerning	 core	
issues	for	a	compelling	explanation	and	understanding	of	the	world.		
After	 an	 introduction	 in	 which	 I	 lay	 out	 my	methodological	 concerns	 and	 the	
objectives	of	my	study,	the	majority	of	the	thesis	is	divided	into	four	chapters,	focusing	




human	 society	was	 unable	 to	 obtain	 social	 order.	 Chapter	 2	 deals	with	 the	myths	 of	
autochthony	in	the	Classical	period.	It	argues	that	Athenian	autochthony,	in	revising	the	
Archaic	myth	of	 social	 origin,	 attempts	 to	 establish	 a	new	social	 order	 for	 the	human	
world	 as	 a	 response	 to	 the	 Archaic	 view.	 However,	 this	 new	 idea	 inevitably	 led	 to	




autochthony	 myths	 into	 new	 narratives,	 inquire	 into	 the	 feasibility	 of	 the	 mythic	
imagination	of	autochthony	establishing	social	order	in	the	real	human	world.	Chapter	4	
investigates	Plato’s	Republic,	Timaeus	and	Critias.	In	these	works,	myths	of	autochthony	




















rewrite,	again	and	again.	He	stuck	 to	his	promise.	 I	 learnt	so	much	 from	this	working	
process.	 My	 idea	 progressed	 dramatically	 working	 with	 him.	 Tim	Whitmarsh	 always	
provided	excellent	teaching,	kind	encouragement	and	sound	advice.	His	comments	were	
always	stimulating	–	sometimes,	even	one	word	from	him	could	change	my	whole	view	












Besides	 individual	 interactions,	 I	 presented	 earlier	 versions	 of	 this	 research	 in	
various	conferences	and	seminars.	I	obtained	many	insightful	ideas	from	the	audiences	
at	 these	 meetings,	 especially	 from	 the	 CA	 conference,	 “Murphey	 Hall	 Lecture”	 at	 the	
University	of	North	Carolina-Chapel	Hill,	“Classical	Workshop”	at	Boya	College	of	Sun	Yat-
























































































































































Debates	over	 this	question	have	 lasted	 for	 centuries.	The	 complexity	of	 the	 corpus	of	
Greek	 myth	 presents	 a	 number	 of	 intricacies	 which	 render	 it	 almost	 impossible	 to	







The	 introduction	 to	 this	 thesis	 will	 deal	 with	 two	 issues:	 firstly,	 what	 is	 the	
contribution	 that	 this	 study	 makes	 to	 the	 academic	 field?	 Secondly,	 how	 is	 the	
contribution	 presented?	 In	what	 follows,	 I	 will	 discuss	 these	 two	 issues	 to	 allow	 the	
structure	of	the	thesis	to	be	made	clear.		











approaches	 and	 ritualism	 in	 the	 19th	 century,	which	 believed	 that	 all	 different	myths	
could	be	either	traced	back	or	reduced	to	one	single	version	with	one	single	meaning;	
																																																						













In	 the	 19th	 century,	when	 the	 intellectual	 context	 for	 scholars	was	 profoundly	
shaped	by	emerging	ideas	about	evolution,	mainstream	interpretations	of	myth	in	this	
period	also	considered	the	development	of	myth	in	a	similar	fashion.	Parallel	to	the	“tree	
model”	 in	 contemporary	 historical	 linguistics,	 as	 found	 in	 Lachmann’s	 theory,	
Comparative	approaches	for	myth	reading	also	aimed	to	find	the	“archetype”	underlying	
variations	of	languages	and	myths.	In	arguing	that	many	languages	–	and	thus	stories	told	
in	 these	 languages	 –	 all	 originated	 from	 a	 lost	 common	 ancestor,	 and	 through	 the	
comparison	 of	 the	 descendant	 languages,	 Comparative	 approaches	 attempted	 to	
reconstruct	 the	 single	 origin	 of	 certain	myths	 and	 religions.2	Within	 this	 approaches,	
Edward	Burnett		Tylor’s	theory	of	evolutionism	could	be	said	to	be	typical	of	this	period.	






























myths	 lost	 their	 mythic	 meaning. 8 	This	 means	 that	 myth	 itself	 does	 not	 have	 any	







similarity	 is	 likely	 the	 product	 of	 the	 prevailing	 idea	 of	 evolution	 in	 this	 time-period,	
























intellectual	 debate	 either	 as	 something	with	which	 to	 agree,	 or	 as	 something	 against	
which	to	rebel.		
In	 the	20th	 century,	 ideas	 about	myth	underwent	 a	dramatic	 change.	As	 I	 have	
mentioned	above,	 in	 the	19th	 century,	myth	was	regarded	as	something	primitive	and	
irrational;	 in	 the	 20th	 century,	 such	 a	 thought	 was	 strongly	 rejected.	 In	 the	 new	 era,	
mythos	became	something	with	deep	meaning.	However,	rather	than	simply	dispelling	











that	 repeatedly	 crops	 up	 in	 the	 wider	 Oedipus	myth.	 Lévi-Strauss	 argued	 that	 blood	









see	 Freud	 (1900),	 (1912),	 Abraham	 (1909),	 Rank	 (1909),	 Jung	 (1963),	 (1964).	 For	
symbolism:	following	Creuzer	(1810).	See	also	Cassirer	(1957),	Van	Der	Leeuw	(1948),	












Lévi-Strauss’	 theory	 is	 influential,	 and	 could	 be	 said	 to	 be	 the	 core	 idea	 of	 the	
entirety	 of	 Structuralism.	 His	 reading	 of	 Greek	 myth,	 which	 attempts	 to	 treat	 every	
individual	 version	equally,	 constituted	a	 challenge	 to	 the	more	philologically	oriented	
approach	of	the	previous	century,	which	endowed	certain	versions	with	higher	status	and	








universal	 logic	of	myth	proposed	by	Lévi-Strauss	 through	 various	 levels	of	narratives,	
with	 due	 respect	 being	 paid	 to	 the	 textual	 and	 social	 contexts. 16 	By	 distinguishing	
																																																						
15	Vernant	pointed	out	that	in	fact	in	Lévi-Strauss’	own	work	such	a	problem	has	already	






exhaustive	knowledge	of	 the	myth’s	 cultural	and	ethnographical	 context”.	This	 is	why	
many	readers	felt	the	ambiguity	of	Lévi-Strauss’	theory	which	“presents,	as	it	were,	two	
theories	 of	 myth,	 the	 one	 superposed	 upon	 the	 other”.	 Vernant	 (1980)	 230.	 Besides	
Vernant,	there	are	other	critiques	of	Lévi-Strauss’	work,	for	example,	Nathorst	(1968),	
Makarius	 (1973),	 Thomas,	 Kronenfeld	 and	 Kronenfeld	 (1976),	 Detienne	 (1972)	 and	
Mandelbaum	(1987).	Although	Lévi-Strauss	has	argued	against	those	accusations	stating	
that	the	variation	of	narrative	and	the	universal	structure	are	simply	two	sides	or	two	












“between	many	different	 forms	 and	 levels	 of	mythical	 expression”,17	Vernant’s	 theory	
attempted	to	bring	the	significance	of	narrative	back	onto	the	stage.	
However,	 Vernant’s	 attempt	 turned	 out	 still	 to	 be	 rather	 limited	 within	 the	




variations	 uninterpreted.	 In	 this	 sense,	 his	 understanding	 of	 myth	 shares	 more	 in	
common	 with	 the	 other	 structuralist	 theories	 in	 the	 20th	 century	 rather	 than	 being	
fundamentally	different	from	them.	As	Buxton	criticizes,	even	Vernant	cannot	avoid	the	
tendency	of	“shifting	towards	rationality”.18	In	other	words,	even	in	Vernant,	the	central	
belief	 that	 there	 is	 one	 deep	 meaning	 and	 logic	 structure	 in	 the	 system	 of	 mythic	
narratives	still	remained	unchanged.		





to	 go	 beyond	 the	 comfort	 zone	 of	 the	 20th	 century’s	 methodological	 tradition;	 and	
secondly,	variation	of	mythic	narrative	received	direct	attention.		






logos	 where	 the	 former	 is	 something	 untrue	 or	 fabulous,	 but	 rather	 just	 a	 kind	 of	
																																																						
exactly	these	three	steps.	Vernant’s	approach	is	still	very	influential	today	and,	as	we	will	









the	 real	 significance	 of	 the	 mythic	 narrative	 (i.e.	 the	 legein),	 becomes	 not	 only	
problematic	but	also	misleading.		
Richard	Buxton’s	collection	From	Myth	to	Reason?,	with	the	eye-catching	question	
mark	 in	 the	 title,	 put	 forward	 a	 challenge	 against	 the	 well-accepted	 traditional	
framework.20 	Robert	 Fowler	 argued	 that	 the	 ancient	 distinction	 of	mythos	 and	 logos	
began	 in	 the	 time	of	 the	Sophists,	not	Plato,	and	 that	 the	meaning	of	each	 term	had	a	
complicated,	 context-sensitive	 history,	 offering	 points	 of	 both	 convergence	 and	
divergence	 in	 comparison	 with	 the	 traditional	 construction. 21 	Geoffrey	 Lloyd,	 by	
comparing	Greek	myth	with	Chinese	myth,	reminded	his	readers	that	the	current	concept	
of	myth	 is	 actually	 a	westernized	 idea	 constructed	 from	 5th	 century	 Greece.22	Claude	
Calame	 is	even	more	radical.	He	not	only	questioned	but	explicitly	rejected	taking	the	
concept	of	mythos	as	a	meaningful	category	at	all.23	As	we	can	see,	all	of	these	works	were	
attempting	 to	 re-understand	 myth	 beyond	 the	 framework	 that	 was	 fixed	 in	 the	 last	


























actually	 each	 the	product	 of	 a	particular	 community,	which	 is	 situated	 in	 a	particular	
landscape	and	in	particular	institutions.24	A	more	recent	collection	of	articles	on	Greek	
religion	entitled	Theologies	of	Ancient	Greek	Religion,	published	in	2016,	also	emphasized	
the	 significance	 of	 mythic	 variation.	 In	 the	 richly	 informed	 introduction,	 the	 editors	
elaborated	the	idea	of	taking	the	plural	form	of	“theologies”	instead	of	its	single	form	to	

















above	 is	 that	 such	 a	 post-structuralist	 theory	 –	 or	 more	 radically	 speaking,	
poststructualist	 –	with	an	over-emphasis	on	 the	mobility	of	myth,	without	 a	 reserved	















of	 religious	 beliefs	 and	 practices.” 28 	However,	 in	 their	 “place	 for	 difference”, 29 	this	






traces	 of	 the	 mutation	 of	 myth	 or	 does	 the	 variation	 just	 happen	 arbitrarily	 and	
individually	 without	 any	 rationale	 of	 change,	 as	 indicated	 in	 some	 theories	 of	
poststrucualitst?	
In	facing	these	questions,	I	will	have	to	depart	from	the	previous	theories.	As	far	
as	 I	 see	 Greek	myth,	 the	multiple	 narratives	 are	 not	 formed	 in	 an	 arbitrary	way	 but	
instead	with	a	 traceable	rationale	behind	 the	 transformations.	This	 rationale,	as	 I	will	
argue	 throughout	 the	 thesis,	 is	 that	 the	 various	 narratives	 are	 all	 composed	within	 a	






Essentially	 speaking,	 my	 proposal	 attempts	 to	 find	 a	 place	 between	 the	 three	
views	 that	 I	 have	 discussed	 above,	 all	 of	 which	 are	 plausible	 in	 some	 parts	 but	 are	
questionable	 in	others.	 In	 relation	 to	 the	19th	 century’s	 reading,	 I	would	not	 reject	 its	











that	all	 the	narratives	are	equal	and	 that	 there	 is	a	systematic	process	underlying	 the	
variation	of	myth,	I	reject	the	idea	that	this	constitutes	a	universal	logic	applicable	to	all	
the	 mutations	 of	 myth.	 Instead,	 in	 such	 a	 field	 of	 change	 and	 exchange,	 there	 is	 no	
universal	 “truth”	 underpinning	 myth	 in	 the	 sense	 of	 structuralism	 (i.e.	 settled,	 fully-
accepted	and	paramount	structure)	–	what	is	shared	in	the	system	are	some	basic	themes	
concerning	fundamental	issues.	In	the	various	versions	of	myth,	truth	and	structure	are	
not	 fixed	 but	 are	 always	 objects	 of	 debate.	 The	 truth	 –	 perhaps	 better	 called	 “mythic	
meaning”–	 lies	 in	 every	 single	 version	 in	 its	 specificity,	 historicity,	 contemporality	 and	
diversity,	in	its	exposure	to	time	and	space,	to	different	contexts	and	different	minds.	And	
in	 comparison	 with	 poststrucatulist,	 I	 concur	 that	 the	 narrative	 varies	 and	 different	
narratives	 may	 convey	 different	 meanings;	 however,	 I	 hesitate	 to	 go	 so	 far	 as	 its	
fragmented	reading	–	I	still	hold	that	there	are	some	basic	themes,	i.e.	core	interests	in	
the	systematic	mutation	of	myth.	It	is	based	on	those	core	interests	that	myths	are	used	
and	 re-used	 in	 different	ways	 to	 express	 different	meanings.	With	 different	 narrative	
elements	 added,	 changed	 or	 manipulated	 in	 mythic	 presentation,	 different	 authors,	
genres	and	discourses	not	only	shed	new	light	on	those	common	issues	but	also	speak	
and	compete	with	one	another	for	a	better	and	more	powerful	interpretation.		




modern	 reception	 of	myth.	 There	 is	 no	 need	 to	 repeat	 the	 problematic	 view	of	 those	
theories	which	takes	the	5th	century’s	notion	as	their	methodological	basis,	but	what	is	
interesting	 here	 is	 that	 this	 change	 in	 the	 concept	 of	 myth	 is	 also	 part	 of	 mythic	
conversation.	As	 I	have	mentioned	above,	 the	original	opposition	between	mythos	 and	
logos	started	in	the	field	of	philosophy	and	history	in	5th	century	BCE,	when	the	ideas	of	















examine	 how	 autochthony	 as	 a	 mythic	 narrative	 is	 used,	 manipulated,	 revised	 and	




BCE.30 	Αὐτόχθων,	 etymologically	 speaking,	 means	 to	 be	 born	 automatically	 from	 the	
earth.	Our	earliest	literary	attestation	of	this	term	is	found	in	Homer’s	Iliad	book	2,	where	
it	is	used	to	address	the	founder	king	of	Athens	Erechtheus,31	but	it	was	not	until	the	late	
6th	 century	 BCE	 that	 it	 found	 popularity	 throughout	 the	 Greek	 world.	 The	 abrupt	
prevalence	of	references	 to	autochthony	 in	 the	panhellenic	world	 is,	as	 is	accepted	by	
















(8.44.2)	 and	 Thucydides	 (2.35-46).	 See	 Cohen	 (2000)	 92.	 For	 comprehensive	 and	
nuanced	discussion	about	the	use	of	indigenous	autochthony,	see	Rosivach	(1987);	Gruen	
(2011)	236,	239-40.	See	also	Turner	(2014)	89,	Geschiere	(2009)	10-12,	Pelling	(2009),	





inhabitation,	 it	 otherwise	 developed	 fully	 a	 group	 of	myths	 concerning	 life	 stories	 of	
Athenian	 autochthonous	 ancestors	 who	 are	 believed	 to	 be	 earth-born	 (Kekrops,	










33 	Therefore,	 my	 understanding	 of	 autochthony	 is	 much	 broader	 than	 most	 current	
schoalrs’	view:	it	is	not	only	a	term	for	indigeneous	claim,	i.e.,	“birth	from	the	earth”,	but	
also	 a	 term	which	 could	 refer	 to	 all	 the	myths	 and	 stories	 concerning	 autochthonous	





know,	 this	myth	was	well-known	as	a	 story	on	 its	own	 terms	but	 received	no	 further	
intellectual	 attention	 by	Thebans,	 as	 autochthonous	myths	 did	 by	 the	Athenians.	 And	
ironically	enough,	whereas	Thebes	did	not	seem	to	value	the	Spartoi	so	much,	this	story	










92]	 suggests	 that	autochthony	became	a	 favourite	 subject	 for	vase	painters	especially	
from	about	570-530	BCE,	and	the	popularity	of	 these	artistic	representations	declines	
around	460	BCE.	Besides	vase	paintings,	we	also	see	autochthony	appearing	as	a	central	
theme	 in	 the	 Parthenon	 temple,	 tragedies	 and	 comedies,	 political	 speeches	 and	
philosophical	discussions	during	the	5th	and	4th	centuries.	For	autochthony	in	Athenian	
art,	 see	 also	 Bérard	 (1974)	 31-38.	 	 Regarding	 the	 popularity	 of	 the	myths,	 Sissa	 and	
Detienne	[(2000)	140-43]	point	out	that	in	fact	autochthony	took	several	generations	to	
establish	its	narrative.	However,	it	was	indeed	during	this	specific	time	that	autochthony	










studies,	 a	 highly	 influential	 reading	 of	 autochthony,	 as	 is	 widely	 accepted,	 is	 the	
structuralist	 interpretation	 by	 the	 French	 scholar	 Nicole	 Loraux,	 who	 was	 a	 former	
research	director	at	the	Ecole	des	Hautes	Études	en	Sciences	Sociales	(EHESS),	the	noted	






As	 I	 have	 suggested,	 Loraux’s	 interpretation	 of	 autochthony	 is	 a	 typical	
structuralist	reading.	One	prominent	feature	of	autochthony	for	Loraux	is	the	idea	that	
autochthony	in	classical	Athens	is	a	fixed	thought.	Through	looking	at	the	deeper	meaning	
conveyed	 in	 the	 myth,	 Loraux	 argued	 that	 this	 mythic	 discourse	 is	 a	 stable	 political	




Loraux	 proposed	 that	 this	 myth	 excludes	 women	 from	 the	 reproductive	 cycle,	 and	
thereby	forms	a	straightforward	reflection	of	the	historical	exclusion	of	the	female	from	
the	male-only	political	sphere.37	


































What	 is	 more	 worrying	 is	 that	 the	 ideology	 that	 Loraux	 argued	 for	 does	 not	
necessarily	 present	 the	whole	 or	 even	 a	 true	 picture	 of	 autochthony.	 One	 prominent	
weakness	 of	 Loraux’s	 reading	 is	 that,	 in	 order	 to	 fit	 the	 meaning	 of	 myth	 into	 the	
predetermined	framework,	only	privileged	elements	of	a	certain	type	are	chosen	while	
those	 which	 cannot	 be	 explained	 right	 away	 by	 the	 theory	 are	 simply	 discarded	 or	












story	 of	 Erichthonius	 and	 formulated	 most	 of	 her	 arguments	 from	 these,	 without	









For	 the	 moment,	 we	 have	 only	 looked	 at	 Loraux’s	 reading	 of	 some	 popular	
versions	of	mythic	narrative,	and	we	have	not	discussed	yet	how	rich	the	variation	of	the	
narrative	throughout	time	can	be,	and	how	these	mutations	could,	in	different	contexts,	

























the	 right	 of	 speech, 41 	this	 aspect	 can	 only	 be	 one	 out	 of	 many	 views	 concerning	
autochthony	in	the	wide	picture	of	mythic	mutation.		
There	 are	 other	 concerns,	 which	 are	 even	more	 crucial	 within	 the	 autonomic	
mythic	world	and	worth	our	attention.	In	my	previous	criticism	of	Loraux’s	study,	I	have	
refused	 to	 follow	her	 simplified	 idea	of	 taking	autochthony	merely	as	a	 fixed	political	
ideology	of	the	historical	democracy,	since	myth	is	much	more	diverse	and	dynamic	than	
history.	Now	I	would	like	to	further	note	that	this	set	of	myths,	and	their	variations,	is	
concerned	 about	 a	much	 broader	 issue:	 society	 in	 its	 entirety.	 As	 I	will	 show,	 all	 the	
conversations	and	contestations	over	autochthony	are	 rooted	 in	 social	 issues,	 such	as	
social	formation,	social	order,	social	justice,	social	function	etc.,	both	within	and	without	
the	 historical	 sphere.42	It	 is	 this	 broader	 scope	 that	 allows	mythic	 narrative	 to	 be	 as	
mobile	as	possible	and	also	makes	it	crucial	for	Greek	thinking.	
This	 leads	to	my	second	motivation	for	taking	autochthony	as	a	case	study:	the	
theme	of	autochthony	 is	 itself	crucial	 for	our	understanding	of	ancient	Greek	thought.	














































is	 explicitly	 shown	 in	 the	 succession	 story	 in	 the	 Theogony:	 while	 the	 aim	 of	 social	
formation	 is	social	order,	which	requires	stability	and	no	change,	 the	pattern	of	social	
formation	otherwise	necessarily	leads	to	social	instability	because	uncontrollable	desire	
(Eros)	 would	 trigger	 sexual	 union,	 sexual	 union	 would	 lead	 to	 procreation,	 and	 the	
procreated	children	can	cause	both	social	development	and	change.	So	every	time	erotic	
desire	and	sexual	 intercourse	occur	between	the	male	and	the	female,	resulting	 in	the	



















and	 thus	 formed	a	 conversation	with	archaic	 social	 thinking.	One	crucial	point	 in	 this	
system	of	civic	autochthony	is	that,	despite	different	versions	with	different	details,	all	
the	mythic	narratives	focus	on	the	same	topic	and	deal	with	the	issue	of	“social	change	








However,	 the	conversation	did	not	occur	only	between	myths	 in	different	 time	




confirmation	 but	 prompted	 inquiries	 and	 challenges	 to	 the	 popular	 understanding	 of	
autochthony.	I	have	chosen	tragedy	and	philosophy	as	two	examples.	In	chapter	3,	we	




















leads	 to	 an	 irresolvable	 contrast	 between	 the	 pattern	 of	 social	 formation	 (unstable	
change)	 and	 its	 aim	 (stable	 order),	 this	 very	 thought	 is	 itself	 problematic.	 In	 revising	
myths	of	autochthony,	Plato	proposed	a	brand	new	sociology	and	genealogy	to	set	up	a	
real	 stable	 social	 order.	 In	 his	 new	 autochthonous	myth,	 as	we	will	 see,	 social	 order	













A	 more	 interesting	 point	 arises	 here.	 As	 I	 have	 indicated	 above,	 the	 myth	 of	
autochthony	 itself	 is	 about	 social	 change,	 and	 as	we	 have	 also	 seen,	 in	 different	 time	
periods	and	in	different	texts,	autochthonous	myths	are	always	changing,	so	in	this	thesis,	
we	are	in	essence	not	only	looking	at	a	set	of	myths	concerning	social	change,	but	also	the	











questions,	 we	 will	 constantly	 see	 that	 self-reflective	 games	 are	 being	 played	 in	 the	

















throughout	 the	 thesis,	 I	will	argue	 that	myth	 is	a	 field	of	change	and	exchange,	where	
individual	authors,	various	genres	and	different	discourses	 respond	 to,	 argue	with,	or	
even	compete	against	one	another	for	a	good	explanation	and	understanding	of	the	world.	
I	will	 take	 autochthony	 as	 a	 case	 study	where	we	will	 see,	 first,	 how	 autochthony	 in	


















Ἡσίοδον	 γὰρ	 καὶ	 Ὅμηρον	 ἡλικίην	 τετρακοσίοισι	 ἔτεσι	 δοκέω	 μευ	












whether	Herodotus’	 account	of	 the	history	of	Greek	myth	 is	 complete	or	not	 –	 as,	 for	
example,	 the	 influence	 of	 Oriental	 religion	 on	 Greek	world	 before	Homer	 is	 certainly	























































usually	 transcendent	and	 isolated,	Greek	gods,	being	 in	 the	system	of	polytheism,3	are	
lively	beings	who	live	in	a	socialized	group,	just	as	human	beings	live.	The	gods	speak	to	













chosen	 Hesiod’s	 Theogony	 and	Works	 and	 Days	 as	 the	 main	 texts,	 along	 with	 some	
examples	from	Homer,	because	they	are	foundational	and	influential	works	in	the	archaic	
period,	 best	 known	 as	 “textbook	 to	 Greeks”;7	and	 they	 together	 serve	 as	 an	 excellent	




























As	 we	 have	 mentioned	 above,	 in	 early	 Greek	 thought,	 very	 much	 like	 human	
society,	the	divine	world	is	also	a	physical	society	of	living	beings	where	the	formation	of	
the	 divine	 world	 is	 developed	 through	 procreation.	 Indeed,	 even	 without	 linguistic	
analysis	 of	 the	 corpus,	 readers	 of	 the	 Theogony	 could	 feel	 how	 densely	 the	 words	











question	might	 appear	 to	 be	 redundant	 at	 first	 glance	 because,	 during	 the	 process	 of	
social	construction,	there	has	already	been	a	natural	pattern	of	social	relationships	that	










former	 is	much	more	 crucial	 than	 the	 latter,	 as	 it	 is	 still	 the	 predominant	method	 of	
reproduction	in	the	myth	and	it	brings	out	the	significance	of	the	reproductive	history	of	
gods.	
10 	The	 Genesis	 of	 the	 cosmic	 world,	 i.e.	 cosmology,	 in	 Hesiod	 now	 naturally	 and	
necessarily	 becomes	 a	 theology	 and	 social	 thinking:	 the	 creation	 of	 the	 cosmos	 itself	










problematized	 to	make	 the	 direct	 link	 between	 social	 formation	 and	 social	 order	 not	
natural	but	questionable.	Why	should	social	formation	necessarily	lead	to	social	order?		
The	problematic	equalization	between	social	 formation	and	social	order	can	be	
seen	straightforwardly	 in	Hesiod’s	narrative	where	 it	 takes	such	a	 long	 time	to	 finally	
reach	a	stable	order	in	the	divine	world.	From	the	first	generation	(Uranos),	the	origin	of	
the	cosmos,11	to	the	second	(Kronos)	and	the	third	(Zeus),	social	conflicts	are	always	the	
dominant	 theme,	 and	 it	 is	 not	 until	 Zeus,	 three	 generations	 after	 the	 divine	world	 is	
formed,	that	the	revolution	wars	are	finally	stopped.12	In	this	myth	of	genesis,	as	we	can	






The	central	problem	of	order	establishment	 is	 shown	explicitly	 in	 the	 first	 two	
generations	where	it	is	always	the	child	who	overthrows	the	father’s	rule.	In	the	first	two	





as	 a	 theological	 world.	 This	 unique	 feature	 imposed	 a	 significant	 impact	 on	 Greeks’	






12 	In	 the	 discussion	 of	 sovereign	 power,	 my	 interpretation	 is	 different	 from	 Vernant	
(1990)	 63-65.	 He	 emphasis	 a	 division	 between	 Uranos	 and	 Kronos,	 suggesting	 that	
Uranos	 is	 not	 a	 ruler	 but	 Kronos	 has	 already	 been	 a	 sovereign	 king,	 which	 can	 be	





is	 mindful	 about	 his	 children),13	because	 there	 is	 always	 a	 threat	 that	 some	 terrible	
mighty	offspring	(Th.	155:	δεινότατοι	παίδων,	148:	παῖδες	μεγάλοι	<τε>	καὶ	ὄβριμοι)	will	


















of	 a	 better	 stratagem:	 Uranos	 hid	 his	 children	 (Th.	 157:	 πάντας	 ἀποκρύπτασκε)	 and	
Kronos	swallowed	his	(Th.	459:	κατέπινε).	And	we	all	know	that,	by	doing	so,	neither	of	
the	 two	 kings	 has	 succeeded	 in	 securing	 their	 rule.	 Uranos	was	 castrated	 directly	 by	
Kronos	(Th.	178-82)	and	Kronos	was	eventually	subverted	by	Zeus	(Th.	492-506).	






13	On	 discussion	 of	 generational	 conflicts,	 see	 Clay	 (2003)	 7,	 Reinhold	 (1970),	 Dodds	
(1951)	61,	esp.	n.	103.	See	also	Nash	(1978).	The	collection	by	Bertman	(1976)	shows	the	






do	see	 that	once	sex	starts,	 the	 terrible	events	–	 sexual	production,	 social	 change	and	
revolution	–	all	follow	sequentially.	So	for	the	failure	of	the	first	two	kings,	the	question	





from	 the	 narrative	 of	 Hesiod,	 both	 of	 the	 gods	 have	 very	 strong	 carnal	 desire:	 the	





Eros,	 erotic	 desire,	 is	 the	 origin	 of	 the	 issue.	 This	 is	 the	 real	 problem	of	 order	





abstract	 force	that	motivates	male	and	female	 longing	for	sex	and	then	procreation,	 is	
said	to	be	born	(Th.	120).14	This	is	obviously	a	special	arrangement	due	to	his	necessary	
																																																						
14 	In	 addition,	 it	 is	 very	 unusual	 that	 Eros	 appears	 twice	 in	 the	 Theogony,	 first	 as	 a	
primordial	god	then	as	a	son	of	Aphrodite,	which	further	highlights	the	special	status	of	
this	god.	Although	these	two	Eros	could	be	seen	in	different	myths	and	traditions,	it	is	not	
common	 that	 both	 Eros	 are	 included	 into	 one	 single	 work.	 It	 seems	 that	 Hesiod	
intentionally	 combines	 the	 two	 traditions	 in	 order	 to	 remind	 his	 audience	 of	 the	
















have	happened.15	But	what	 is	paradoxical	 is	 that	soon	after	the	power	of	Eros	became	
effective,	the	society	formed	by	it	became	unstable.	The	more	sexual	the	male	and	female	




(“birth	 from	 the	 two”)	 become	 a	 double-edged	 sword:	 society	 is	 developed	 but	 it	 is	
exactly	because	of	such	a	development	that	social	order	is	continuously	being	interrupted	
by	the	threat	of	new-comers	–	the	children,	potential	 force	of	change.	A	great	paradox	








































Let	 us	 now	 have	 a	 look	 at	 the	 procreation	 pattern	which	 leads	 to	 the	 fathers’	
failure	of	control.	We	have	argued	that	since	neither	Uranos	nor	Kronos	has	managed	to	
restrain	their	own	desire,	the	result	is	that	both	of	them	beget	children.	Then,	in	order	to	
prevent	 further	 threat	of	social	change,	 the	 two	 fathers	 turn	 their	eyes	 to	 the	product	
itself.	Once	the	children	were	born,	Uranos	attempted	to	hide	them	(Th.	157-58:	πάντας	
ἀποκρύπτασκε,	 καὶ	 ἐς	φάος	 οὐκ	ἀνίεσκε,	 Γαίης	 ἐν	 κευθμῶνι),	 and	Kronos	 swallowed	
them	(Th.	459:	καὶ	τοὺς	μὲν	κατέπινε	μέγας	Κρόνος).	In	terms	of	emergency	birth	control,	
both	of	 the	gods	seem	initially	 to	have	 taken	quite	effective	actions.	By	concealing	his	














the	most	 fatal	mistake	 that	Uranos	 and	Kronos	would	make.	When	Gaia	 and	Rhea	no	
longer	withstood	the	violence	of	the	male,	they	finally	revolted	against	their	partners	and	











like	 pudenda,	 has	 a	 strong	 sexual	 connotation	 in	 the	 context	 of	 reproduction. 19 	Its	
function	is	to	breed	and	produce	children.	It	is	thus	interesting	to	see	that	this	feminine	
organ	was	purposely	presented	as	a	prominent	opponent	against	the	male’s	genitals	in	
Uranos’	myth	–	which	were	mercilessly	 castrated	by	 the	 son	 following	his	emergence	
from	the	mother’s	very	womb	–	as	if	the	combat	between	two	sexes	was	represented	by	
the	 battle	 between	 the	male	 and	 female	 sexual	 organs.20	Of	 course,	 this	 is	more	 of	 a	
symbolic	representation	of	sexuality,	but	with	Hesiod’s	vivid	and	emphatic	presentation	
of	 the	 womb	 and	 the	 genitals,	 our	 attention	 should	 still	 be	 paid	 more	 to	 the	 rich	
implication	inherent	in	them.	



























as	 the	 connection	 instrument	 cannot	 be	 hidden.	 Therefore,	 the	 genitals	 become	 a	
revealed	target,	to	which	a	direct	attack	could	be	made	readily	when	the	male	is	having	
sex	with	the	female,	as	in	the	case	of	Uranos	(Th.	176-182).	The	womb,	as	well	as	pudenda,	
by	 contrast,	 is	 not	 an	 active	 participant	 in	 the	process	 of	 intercourse.	 The	womb	 just	
receives	whatever	is	given	by	the	male.	In	this	sense,	the	female	is	 less	empowered	to	
take	an	active	control	of	the	sexual	activity,	as	in	the	case	of	both	Gaia	and	Rhea.	But	on	
the	 other	 hand,	 lacking	 a	 protruding	 part,	 the	 female	 sex	 organs	 cannot	 be	 so	 easily	
chopped	off.	This	means	that	although	the	female	plays	a	passive	role,	she	lacks	this	key	
male	 vulnerability,	 which	 in	 turn	 provides	 a	 solid	 backing	 for	 the	 female’s	 rebellion	
against	the	male.	
Besides	the	advantage	of	defence,	the	womb	has	yet	another	crucial	feature,	which	




feature	 has	 been	 repeatedly	 and	 emphatically	 shown	 in	 both	 stories	 of	 Uranos	 and	
Kronos	where	 concealment	was	 a	 significant	 stratagem	 for	 revolutionary	 actions	 (Th.	
174-75;	 482-84).	 A	 reversal	 happens	 in	 the	 relationship	 between	 womb/female	 and	
genitals/male	here:	the	original	violent	control	of	the	male	over	the	female	has	been	lost	
and	 the	male	 is	 otherwise	 put	 in	 an	 unfavourable	 position,	 where	 he	 is	 incapable	 of	
pinning	down	the	actions	of	his	opponent	at	all.	This	is	precisely	the	case	for	Uranos	and	
Kronos,	who	did	not	even	know	the	cunning	plan	of	the	mother	and	son	until	they	were	

























of	 sexual	 procreation,	 and	 the	 allure	 of	 erotic	 desire	 that	 unavoidably	 lead	 to	 social	
instability,	social	change	and	even	social	disorder,	then	it	is	in	essence	the	existence	of	
the	female	and	the	need	for	sexual	union	per	se	that	make	all	of	these	things	happen.	In	

















23 	In	 the	 narrative	 of	 Hesiod,	 Zeus’	 rule	 marks	 a	 distinct	 turning	 point	 in	 the	 world	
evolution	 and	 explicitly	 heralds	 the	 beginning	 of	 a	 new	 era	 in	 which	 world	 order	 is	




















deliver	 her	 child,	 Zeus	 swallowed	 the	whole	 pregnant	mother	 into	 his	 belly.24	At	 this	








beginning	 of	 Zeus,	 the	 latter	 is	 put	 at	 the	 beginning	 of	 the	 poem,	which	 seems	 to	 be	
indicating	that	this	beginning	is	the	real	beginning	of	world	history.	As	Clay	(2003)	56	

















Now	 the	 procreation	 pattern	 has	 been	 decisively	 changed:	 it	 transforms	 from	
“birth	from	the	two”	to	“birth	from	the	one”.	The	father	takes	over	the	mother’s	work,	her	
life,	 and	 further	her	existence.	The	mother	 loses	her	 intimate	attachment	 to	 the	baby,	
loses	the	ability	of	the	womb	to	function	as	a	hidden	place	for	cunning	plans,	and	also	her	
independency	 as	 an	 absolute	 other	 that	 is	 uncontrollable	 by	 the	 father.	 The	 dualistic	




















at	 all,	 as	 is	 explicitly	 shown	 in	 Zeus’	 confrontation	with	Prometheus.	 For	mainstream	















suggests,	 this	 goddess	 is	 the	 representation	 of	 cunning	 tricks,	 thus	 symbolic	 of	 the	






longer	 able	 to	 use	metis	 to	 overthrow	 the	 stronger.	When	 Zeus	 dominates	 the	 entire	
procreation	he	won	his	final	triumph.	After	this	point,	procreation	was	no	longer	a	threat:	
Zeus	has	armed	himself	with	certainty	and	stability.	
Of	 course,	 such	a	 triumph	does	not	mean	 that	 in	 the	world	of	Zeus	 there	 is	no	
conflict,	 sexual	 relationships	 or	 erotic	 desire	 anymore;	 but	 rather	 that	 sexual	






a	 fatal	 destruction,	 Zeus	 immediately	 eliminates	her	power	by	 forcing	her	 to	marry	 a	
mortal	man	not	only	so	that	a	greater	son	than	him	would	never	be	born	(Il.	1.	393-412;	


















In	 terms	 of	 the	 effectiveness	 of	metis,	 the	 situation	 under	 Zeus	 is	 also	 similar.	
When	 Prometheus	 attempted	 to	 challenge	 Zeus	 by	 a	 trick	 of	 meat,	 he	 did	 not	 really	
























birth	 to	Athena	alone.	As	 a	 counteraction,	Hera	delivered	a	 child	by	herself,	who	was	
named	Hephaestus.	However,	this	son	turned	out	to	be	a	lame	god	(Th.	945:	ἀμφιγύεις;	
cf.	Homeric	Hymn	to	Apollo:	315-17).	He	is	congenitally	deficient	and	when	this	feature	is	
compared	with	 the	power	 and	wisdom	of	Athena,	 child	 of	 Zeus,	 the	 inferior	 status	 of	
mother	was	explicitly	shown.	A	more	radical	version	of	Hera	challenging	Zeus	could	be	




the	 land	and	conquered	her.	As	we	 see,	 all	 stories	between	Zeus	and	Hera	end	 in	 the	
subordination	of	Hera	 to	 the	male	king	without	exception.	As	we	see,	 all	 these	 sexual	

















is	 an	 explicit	 sign	 of	 the	 dual-sexed	 reproduction.	 But	 what	 makes	 this	 dual-sexed	
relationship	really	special	 is	 that,	as	we	have	discussed	above,	 it	changes	the	dualistic	
procreation	pattern	of	“birth	from	the	two”	to	a	monistic	pattern	of	“birth	from	the	one”:33	
it	is	this	transformation	that	removes	the	potential	disorder	that	would	be	triggered	by	
traditional	 sexual	 intercourse.	 It	 is	 this	 new	 pattern	 of	 sexual	 reproduction	 that	
successfully	resolves	the	crux	of	the	problem	and	thereby	truly	establishes	a	valid	social	
order	in	the	divine	world.	Therefore,	the	famous	claim	by	Athena	in	later	time	that	she	


































































right	 to	 dominate	 the	 womb	 but	 also	 in	 turn	 helped	 the	male	 to	 destroy	 the	 female	
completely.	 In	 this	 way,	 these	 two	 actions	 together	 powerfully	 form	 a	 dualistic	 self-
repression	by	the	female:	firstly	Gaia	repressed	herself	(by	depriving	herself	of	her	power	
to	conceal),	and	then	she	repressed	Metis	(by	depriving	Metis	of	her	reproductive	ability).	
The	 threat	 of	 feminine	 power	 is	 removed	 by	 the	 female	 herself	 and	 now	 the	 female	





the	 king’s	 honour?	 The	 Hesiodic	 Hekate	 is	 described	 very	 differently	 from	 the	 one	














to	 Hesiod’s	 beliefs	 or	 family	 history.	 See	 for	 example,	 Mazon	 [(1928)	 21-24],	 Van	


























of	 this	 goddess:	 “This	 is	 unquestionably	 linked	 to	 her	 special	 characterization	 as	
μουνογενὴς	ἐκ	μητρός.	On	the	one	hand,	the	matrilineal	tracing	of	her	descent	and	her	
lack	of	a	male	context	isolate	her	in	the	patriarchal	order.	On	the	other	hand,	although	she	























In	 this	way,	 she	 further	 ensures	 the	 stability	 and	 certainty	 of	 Zeus’	 rule.	 This	 is	why	
Hekate	is	so	important	to	Zeus.	
As	we	have	 seen,	 the	 goddess	 achieves	 her	 privileged	 status	 at	 the	 cost	 of	 her	
completeness	 as	a	 female	being:	 she	 is	a	 childless	protector	of	 the	young,	a	virgin	and	
nurse,	 but	 never	 a	 mother. 43 	As	 a	 mediator,	 Hekate	 effectively	 confirms	 the	 newly	
established	order	of	Zeus,	thereby	transforming	the	old	world	into	the	new.	On	the	other	
hand,	by	not	sexually	uniting	with	this	potentially	dangerous	goddess	but	giving	her	over-
valued	 honour,	 Zeus	 gains	 more	 benefits:	 he	 takes	 a	 chance	 to	 make	 virginity	 an	
admirable	 virtue	 to	 encourage	 the	 other	 female	 goddess	 to	 follow	 her	 example	







































45	Expansive	discussions	on	 the	differences	between	 the	Theogony	 and	 the	Works	and	
Days	have	been	made	both	with	regard	to	their	structure	and	their	content.	Many	scholars	
have	 recognized	 these	 differences	 and	 have	 generally	 adopted	 diachronic	 models	 to	












perspectives	 that	 must	 be	 integrated	 into	 a	 larger	 whole.”	 [Clay	 (2003)	 6-7].	 In	 the	
respect	 to	 the	 relationship	 between	 human,	 gods	 and	 the	 world,	 there	 are	 indeed	
corresponding	 themes	 in	 the	 two	poems.	The	 Theogony	 explores	 the	becoming	of	 the	


























the	 nature	 of	 the	 Eris	 as	 a	 whole.	 Both	 the	 two	 Erides	 engender	 competition	 and	




the	beginning	of	 the	poem	as	 the	 reason	 for	 its	very	 composition	 shows	 the	essential	
nature	of	human	society.	Conflicts	in	the	world	of	human	beings	not	only	occur	on	major	















crime:	 she	 is	 the	 evil	 itself	 that	will	 bring	 endless	 toil	 to	 human	 beings,	 and	 thereby	













The	 question	whether	 Zeus	was	 really	 cheated	 or	 not	 is	 beyond	 the	 scope	 of	 current	
discussion,51	but	 the	entire	story	of	Prometheus	and	Pandora	at	 least	 indicates	clearly	
that	the	creation	of	women	was	part	of	Zeus’	larger	plan	to	secure	his	ruling	order,52	and	
the	formation	of	human	society	is	the	direct	result	of	divine	actions.53		
The	 narrative	 emphasis	 on	 Pandora’s	 story	 invites	 a	 question	 here:	 for	 what	













of	a	masculine	society.	As	Loraux	points	out,	more	 than	that,	 “the	reference	 to	Hesiod	
allows	us	to	raise	a	perennial	question	in	the	Greek	ideology	of	citizenships:	that	is,	the	
exclusion	of	women,	the	paradoxical	‘half’	of	the	Greek	polis.”	Loraux	(1993)	75.	Cf.	Vidal-
Naquet	 (1986)	 205-23.	 Therefore,	 the	myth	 of	 Pandora	 is	 an	 excellent	 case	 study	 for	
looking	at	 the	 formation	of	 the	human	world	and	Greek	mythic	 imagination	regarding	
society	and	citizen	identity.		
51	On	whether	the	supreme	god	was	deceived,	see	Clay	(2003)	60,	109.	Scholars	such	as	







































gains	 sexual	 appearance	 and	 elegant	 decorations	 (WD.	 69-82),	 the	 more	 Pandora	
becomes	 an	 object	 of	 desire	 itself:	 Athena	 girded	 and	 clothed	 her;	 Divine	 Graces	 and	
Persuasion	put	golden	necklaces	upon	her;	Hours	crowned	her	with	spring	flowers.55			
																																																						










thus	 revolution.	 In	 sending	 the	archetypal	desirable	 female	 to	 the	human	world,	Zeus	
sends	the	most	disastrous	threat	of	disorder	to	human	society.	Once	men	are	trapped	in	




the	 established	 rule	 of	 the	 stronger	 would	 be	 overthrown	 by	 the	 weaker	 through	
concealment,	secret	and	uncertainty.56		
		 This	is	so	much	like	the	situation	of	the	first	two	generations	in	the	divine	world.		




though	 she	 is	 decorated	 as	more	 than	 seductive	 and	 attractive.	 “Woman’s	 sexual	 and	
reproduction	roles	remain	still	more	discreetly	obscured.”	And	a	further	criticism	is	made	
by	 both	 Boyarin	 and	 Zeitlin,	 who	 hold	 the	 opinion	 that	 Hesiod’s	 writing	 on	 sexual	
austerity	is	a	“suppression	of	woman’s	fertility”,	which	means	“ignoring	the	value	of	her	
experience	 in	 childbirth,	 the	 ponoi	 of	 her	 suffering	 and	 travail”.	 Indeed,	 the	 absent	
narrative	of	Pandora’s	erotic	seduction	is	problematic,	but	two	differences	still	need	to	
be	emphasized:	 (1)	Pandora	 is	a	special	 figure	who	 is	different	 from	common	women	






























devise.	 During	 the	 successive	 revolutions,	 Zeus	 and	 his	 predecessors	 had	 learned	







What	 is	 worse,	 unlike	 immortals	 who	 are	 able	 to	 take	 destructive	 action	 to	
eradicate	the	existence	of	the	female	and	thus	sexual	procreation,	mortal	men,	who	could	
now	only	rely	on	sexual	union	to	beget	offspring,	dare	not	get	rid	of	the	existence	of	the	
female	 at	 all.	 To	 remove	 the	 sexual	 conflict	 and	 establish	 a	monistic	 order	 like	 Zeus	
becomes	 an	 impossible	 mission	 for	 mankind.	 Once	 they	 are	 trapped	 by	 the	 sexual	
relationship,	they	can	never	escape	from	those	unsolvable	conflicts,	combats	and	wars,	
and	as	a	result,	the	human	world	falls	into	a	circle	of	revolution,	and	deteriorates	from	an	
original	 ordered	 world	 that	 is	 similar	 to	 the	 world	 of	 Zeus	 to	 a	 chaotic	 society	 that	
embodies	 features	of	 the	pre-Zeus	world.57	As	we	see	now,	 the	creation	of	Pandora	 is	
																																																						



































Along	with	Pandora,	also	 introduced	to	human	society	 is	what	I	 term	the	“dark	
womb”,	the	battle	field	in	the	pre-Zeus	divine	world.	Not	only	does	Pandora	herself,	as	a	





























might	 make	 life	 difficult	 if	 not	 intolerable.	 Verdenius	 believes	 that	 Zeus,	 at	 the	 last	
moment,	offered	some	mercy	and	kept	elpis	–	the	worst	evil	–	within	the	jar,	so	that	evils	












Then	 again,	 some	 Scholars	 take	 elpis	 as	 a	 bad	 spirit	 and	 and	 believe	 that	 man	 is	
responsible	for	the	evil	consequences	of	his	blind	hope.	See	for	example,	Adams	(1932)	


















either	 fortune	 or	 misfortune.	 The	 situation	 becomes	 unpredictable	 and	 uncertain.	
Without	 foresight	 for	 the	 future,	 human	 beings	 are	 at	 the	 mercy	 of	 the	 unexpected.	
Moreover,	 since	 this	 is	 all	 part	 of	 Zeus’	 plan	 for	 revenge,	 surely	 allowing	 elpis	 to	 be	
retained	in	the	jar	cannot	have	been	the	result	of	goodwill	for	humanity.	Instead,	this	is	
the	most	vicious	 idea	of	Zeus	and	the	most	crucial	part	of	his	plan:	 it	 fixes	the	human	








that	 the	 jar	 could	be	 compared	 to	 a	 rapacious	belly	 (gastêr).64	However,	 in	 the	 larger	
context	 of	 Zeus’	 plan,	 what	 in	 essence	 links	 the	 jar	 and	 the	 womb	 is	 the	 feature	 of	
concealment. 65 	By	 concealing	 elpis	 in	 the	 jar,	 Zeus	 renders	 humanity	 in	 a	 state	 of	
uncertainty	 and	 thus	 prevents	 men	 from	 holding	 secure	 knowledge	 of	 the	 future.		
Similarly,	as	we	have	seen,	in	the	succession	story,	all	three	generations	are	troubled	by	





























































































a	city	of	dikē,	 the	poet	suggests	 that	“women	should	bear	children	who	 look	 like	their	
parents…they	 thrive	on	all	 the	good	 things	 life	has	 to	offer.”	 (WD.	 236)	Men	 live	with	
women	in	a	form	of	family	and	they	together	give	birth	to	the	next	generation	and	so	on	
ad	 infinitum.	 This	 seems	 to	 be	 an	 attempt	 to	 construct	 a	 new	 structure	 of	 sexual	
relationships,	in	the	form	of	family,	to	achieve	a	temporary	harmony	between	men	and	
women.	 Following	 the	 narrative	 logic	 of	 Hesiod,	 this	 proposal	 is	 likely	 to	 indicate	 a	
metaphorical	 imitation	 of	 Zeus’	monistic	 order	 –	 through	 uniting	 two	 sexes	 into	 one	















(1983)	 19-46,	 Pearson	 (1962)	 81-83,	 Lloyd-Jones	 (1971)	 35-36.	 Gagarin	 insightfully	
argues	 that	 dikē	 should	 be	 understood	 to	 mean	 “settlement”,	 in	 that	 it	 indicates	 a	






















As	 the	divine	world	 is	presented	as	a	comparable	 reference	 for	 the	human	world,	 the	
social	order	of	human	society	could	be	understood	through	the	divine	world.	This	mythic	




































starting	point	 for	deviation,	whether	more	or	 less	optimistic.	 In	 the	next	chapters,	we	
shall	 turn	 to	 a	 specific	 series	 of	 myths	 in	 classical	 Athens,	 those	 that	 deal	 with	















social	 order	 in	 a	mythic	 framework	 and	how	 the	 human	world	was	 thought	 to	 be	 by	





This	 kind	 of	 change	 forms	 a	 conversation	 between	 the	 two	 periods	 of	 Greek	
culture	in	space	and	time.	With	the	mutation	of	mythic	narrative,	classical	Athens	not	only	
developed	 novel	 ideas	 about	 the	world	 but	 also,	 by	working	 in	 the	 same	 framework,	











































repertoire	 of	 concerns	 about	 human	 order	 in	 relation	 to	 divine	 order.	 In	 the	 second	
section,	 I	will	 turn	to	the	material	world	 to	explore	the	comprehensive	 implications	 in	









mean	 a	 single	meaning	 of	 myth	 but	 a	 repertoire	 of	 concerns,	 as	 I	 have	 argued	 in	my	
introduction.	This	 chapter	 lays	 a	 common	ground	 for	 the	 concerns	 to	be	discussed	 in	







one	 from	Apollodorus,	 and	 the	 other	 from	Euripides	 –	 and	 in	 the	 second	 section,	 the	
source	concerns	material	work,	and	the	date	of	 the	Acropolis	 is	much	earlier	than	the	
texts	in	the	first	section.	I	have	made	this	arrangement	out	of	the	following	three	concerns.		
































we	 have	 read	 from	 the	 late	 sources	 in	 the	 first	 section.	 Since	 the	 construction	 of	 the	





Now	 it	 is	 time	 to	 delve	 into	 the	 myths.	 Since	 our	 focus	 in	 literature	 and	
architecture	concerns	the	relation	between	the	human	world	and	the	divine	world,	let	us	



























inherited	 from	 the	 king.	 And	 her	 great	 power	 is	 also	 an	 explicit	manifestation	 of	 her	
natural	connection	with	him.	But	such	a	similarity	is	by	no	means	an	ordinary	honour	


















































is	 best	 presented	 for	 inclusion	 in	 the	 sexual	 community	 with	 a	 securely	 controlled	























the	 first	 autochthonous	 king	 in	 human	 society. 10 	An	 account	 of	 the	 Attic	 tradition,	
paraphrased	 by	 Augustine	 in	 the	 City	 of	 God,	 depicts	 Kekrops	 as	 the	 founder	 of	 the	
rudiments	of	civilization	and	cultural	custom	(18.9).	He	is	a	half-snake,	half-human	earth-









feminae	pro	Minerva	 tulere	sententias	et	quia	una	plus	 inventa	est	 feminarum,	
Minerva	vicit.		
Tum	 Neptunus	 iratus	 marinis	 fluctibus	 exaestuantibus	 terras	
Atheniensium	 populatus	 est;	 quoniam	 spargere	 latius	 quaslibet	 aquas	 difficile	
daemonibus	non	est.	 Cuius	ut	 iracundia	placaretur,	 triplici	 supplicio	dicit	 idem	
auctor	ab	Atheniensibus	affectas	esse	mulieres,	ut	nulla	ulterius	ferrent	suffragia,	
ut	 nullus	 nascentium	 maternum	 nomen	 acciperet,	 ut	 ne	 quis	 eas	 Athenaeas	
vocaret.Ita	illa	civitas,	mater	aut	nutrix	liberalium	doctrinarum	et	tot	tantorumque	
philosophorum,	 qua	 nihil	 habuit	 Graecia	 clarius	 atque	 nobilius,	 ludificantibus	
daemonibus	et	lite	deorum	suorum,	maris	et	feminae,	et	de	victoria	per	feminas	
feminae	Athenas	nomen	accepit,	et	a	victo	laesa	ipsam	victricis	victoriam	punire	
compulsa	 est,	 plus	 aquas	 Neptuni	 quam	 Minervae	 arma	 formidans.	 Nam	 in	




The	names	 of	Athenians	 changed	 throughout	 history	 but	 their	 first	 name	was	 always	
traced	back	to	Kekrops.	
10	Parker	[(1987)	193]	interprets	the	pre-human	image	insightfully:	“pre-human	birth	[…]	
is	 juxtaposition	 of	 the	 two	 earth-born	 kings,	 an	 intermediate	 stage	 between	 wholly	
earthly	and	wholly	human.”	In	other	words,	such	an	image	indicates	a	primary	stage	of	
the	beginning	of	a	civilization.	Cf.	Harrison	(2014)	6-7.	











either	sex	–	 for	at	 that	 time	 it	was	 the	custom	 in	 those	parts	 that	even	women	


































(maris	 et	 feminae),	 ends	up	with	 the	 victory	 of	 the	 female	 through	 the	 female’s	 votes	







































men.	 If	 only	 they	 could	 get	 control	 of	 that	 single	 vote!	 But	 in	 vain.	 For	 men,	 social	
turbulence	is	caused	by	the	absolute	other,	women,	since	they	refuse	to	listen.	Therefore,	
as	we	see,	 in	order	to	restore	the	gender	order,	Poseidon,	with	the	consent	of	Athena,	





who	proposed	the	punishement,	her	consent	 is	otherwise	very	 important	 for	 the	 final	
result,	 without	 which	 Poseidon’s	 appeals	 could	 not	 be	 fulfilled	 so	 smoothly	 and	
succussefully.	Then	how	are	we	to	understand	Athena’s	concent	and	her	turning	against	
women,	despite	the	fact	that	she	was	indeed	supported	by	them	throughout	the	vote?	
It	 is	understandable	 that	women	would	choose	Athena	as	 their	patron	goddess	
(again	 here	 the	 binary	 opposition	 between	 the	 genders	 is	 emphasized),	 since	mortal	
women,	 judging	 from	 the	gender	of	Athena,	had	 sufficient	 reason	 to	believe	 that	 they	
identified	with	the	female	goddess.	However,	what	they	did	not	realize	was	the	unique	
nature	 of	 this	 virgin	Athena	 as	 a	 representative	 of	 Zeus’	 order.	Here,	 the	 dual	 role	 of	




ordered	 status,	 Athena	 chooses	 to	 sacrifice	 women’s	 interests	 and	 allows	 a	 big	
compromise	 to	Poseidon	at	 the	 risk	of	being	defeated	herself.	The	 female,	 for	Athena,	
after	all,	should	be	submissive	to	the	male.		
This	narrative	 is	a	 typical	aetiology	which,	by	presenting	one	specific	occasion,	











that	 which	 Zeus	 accomplished	 in	 his	 own	 revolution.	 The	 divine	 eris	 is	 actually	 also	
human	eris.13	The	triumph	is	a	dual	victory:	once	Athena	wins,	men	win.		
Our	 second	 myth	 is	 about	 Erichthonius, 14 	usually	 known	 as	 the	 earth-born	
founding	hero	(Apollodorus,	Bibliotheca,	3.14.6.):	
	
Ἀθηνᾶ	 παρεγένετο	 πρὸς	Ἥφαιστον,	 ὅπλα	 κατασκευάσαι	 θέλουσα.	 ὁ	 δὲ	
ἐγκαταλελειμμένος	ὑπὸ	Ἀφροδίτης	εἰς	ἐπιθυμίαν	ὤλισθε	τῆς	Ἀθηνᾶς,	καὶ	διώκειν	



























According	 to	 Apollodorus,	 Athena	 visited	 the	 smith	 god	 Hephaestus	 to	 ask	 for	 some	
weapons.	 Hephaestus	 was	 so	 overwhelmed	 by	 his	 sexual	 desire	 (ἐπιθυμίαν)	 for	 the	




fled,	 the	 child	 was	 born	 from	 the	 earth.	 She	 named	 him	 Erichthonius	 (“wool-






























of	 the	 pursuit	 is	 of	 course	Hephaestus’	 ejaculation.	 The	 god’s	 sexual	 excitement	 is	 so	
strong	that	he	cannot	even	wait	for	a	union	before	he	reaches	his	climax.	The	word	that	









erotic	eros	 gives	 rise	 to	 disastrous	eris.	 The	parallel	 between	Hephaestus	 and	Uranos	
could	fit	the	myth	of	autochthony	into	a	similar	narrative	model	in	the	archaic	myth	and	
people	may	thus	expect	a	similar	ending	for	the	autochthonous	story.	Since	the	sexual	















18	In	many	ways,	 the	 power	 and	 status	 of	 Athena	 is	 shown	 to	 be	 superior	 to	 that	 of	

































Sexual	 disorder	 is	 controlled	 at	 this	 stage,	 but	 this	 founding	myth	 goes	 much	
further.	Since	child-birth	is	at	any	rate	necessary	in	human	society,	now	it	is	time	to	think	
of	whether	 there	 is	 a	way	 to	have	a	baby	born	 in	 the	 sexual	pattern	but	which	keeps	




























































































as	 well	 as	 the	 newly-born	 baby.23 	The	 emphases	 on	 the	 virginity	 of	 Athena	 and	 the	
passive	role	of	the	Earth	are	compatible:	they	both	symbolize	an	elimination	of	the	threat	
of	 feminine	 power	 in	 the	 sense	 of	 eros	 and	 eris.	 In	 this	 aspect,	 the	 pattern	 of	 sexual	
procreation	in	the	earth-born	reproduction	could	be	a	good	scheme	for	human	society	to	
follow	the	value	of	Athena.		




follow	 the	 order	 of	 Zeus.	 As	 the	 offspring	 of	 this	 earth-born	 king,	 Athenians	 should	
certainly	also	respect	such	order.	Admittedly,	myth	is	myth	–	in	reality	such	a	procreation	




23 	The	 name	 of	 Erichthonius	 is	 worthy	 of	 discussion.	 Besides	 the	 more	 common	
etymology	 as	 “wool-earth”,	 which	 indicates	 explicitly	 the	 earth-born	 myth,	 there	 is	
another	etymology	proposed	by	many	contemporary	writers:	“trouble	/struggle	-earth”.	
This	indicates	the	rather	intrinsic	mythic	narrative	of	autochthony.	At	first,	the	baby	is	“a	
trouble”	who	 is	 likely	 to	 remind	 the	goddess	of	 the	 “disgusting”	affair.	Only	when	 the	
trouble	is	born	without	any	biological	connection	with	the	virgin	goddess,	Athena	could	
feel	a	real	release.	The	γῆ	as	a	perfect	substitute	for	Athena’s	womb	solves	the	problem	
and	saves	Athena	 from	the	situation	with	which	she	struggles.	 In	 this	perspective,	 the	
“wool-earth”	may	also	function	similarly	by	indicating	the	material	that	Athena	uses	after	











Athenian	 history,	 this	 principle	 was	 closely	 followed.	 Seed	 and	 soil	 were	 a	 common	












his	 own	 independent	 storyline,	 that	 is	 the	 war	 with	 Eumolpos. 25 	Regarding	 the	
perplexing	 relationship	 between	Erichthonius	 and	Erechtheus,	 there	 have	 been	many	
interpretations	contributed	by	previous	scholars.26	For	current	purposes,	I	am	not	going	
																																																						
25 	In	 this	 case,	 I	 chose	 to	 address	 the	 earth-born	 child	 “Erichthonius”	 instead	 of	
“Erechtheus”	 in	case	of	confusion.	But	 it	should	be	noted	that,	 in	some	sources,	 it	was	
“Erechtheus”	who	is	the	protagonist	of	this	myth.		
26 	There	 have	 been	 many	 debates	 on	 the	 relationship	 between	 Erechtheus	 and	
Erichthonius.	 Different	 arguments	 propose	 different	 interpretations	 of	 the	 confusion	
between	the	two	mythic	figures.	Lang	(1954)	examines	the	genealogy	from	Kekrops	to	
Demophon,	 and	 argues	 that	 Erechtheus	 and	 Erichthonius	must	 have	 changed	 places.	
Parker	 [(1987)	190-201]	states	 that	Erechtheus	and	Erichthonius	are	 “joint	heirs	 to	a	
single	 mythological	 inheritance”.	 According	 to	 Burkert	 (1983),	 Erechtheus	 and	
Erichthonius	are	only	alternatives:	“It	was	only	Erechtheus	that	was	used	in	the	cult	as	it	
has	 the	 original	 non-Greek	 name,	 while	 the	 name	 of	 Erichthonius	 was	 a	 hellenising	
neologism	 because	 of	 the	 etymology.”	 Cf.	 Ermatinger	 (1987)	 37-62,	 Kron	 (1976)	 and	
(1988)	,	Loraxu	(1995)	88	and	(2000)	chapter	3,	Dowden	(2002)	86f,	Cole	(2008),	Pelling	
(2009),	Forsdyke	(2012),	Fragoulaki	(2013)	235-6,	Stehle	(2013).	But	on	the	other	hand,	
all	 the	 debates	 show	 that	 it	 is	 actually	 impossible	 to	 make	 a	 clear	 version/story	 of	
Erichthonius	or	Erechtheus,	 even	 though	 sometimes	people	make	precise	distinctions	









to	 indulge	 in	 this	 endless	 debate	 but	 I	 would	 like	 to	 mention	 one	 point	 which	





Athens	 and	 its	 violent	 attack	 had	 already	 threatened	 the	 existence	 of	 this	 city.	 The	



















27 	I	 choose	 the	 version	 of	 Euripides	 because	 the	 play	 was	 composed	 when	 the	
Erechtheum	 on	 the	 Acropolis	 built	 (430-420	 BCE),	 according	 to	 Calder	 (1969)	 and	
Clairmont	(1971).	This	version	might	be	closest	to	the	contemporary	discourse.	However,	
we	should	also	note	 that	 the	Erechtheus	 is	a	 tragedy	and	 its	 ironic	 features	should	be	
taken	into	account.		This	war	is	also	mentioned	by	Apollodorus,	Bibilotheca	3.15.4.,	Plato,	




































































28	Most	 scholars	 take	Praxithea	 as	 a	 positive	 character	 though	 interpretation	 remains	
controversial.	Detienne,	for	example,	suggests	that	she	is	a	good	example	of	the	women	
of	Athens,	“who	are	autochthonous	with	no	complexes	about	it.”	See	Sissa	and	Detienne	
(1989)	 245.	 Loraux	 rejects	 Detienne’s	 plain	 reading	 by	 pointing	 out	 that,	 although	
Praxithea	is	a	heroine	in	some	ways,	she	is	a	tragic	figure	sharing	the	similar	tragic	fate	




29	On	 the	 study	 of	 virgin	 sacrifice	 in	 tragedy,	 see	 Scodel	 (1996),	 Lloyd-Jones	 (1983),	
Burkert	 (1983)	58-72,	Henrichs	 (1980),	 Foley	 (2009),	Mitchell-Boyask	 (1993),	Blume	
(2012).		
30	Certainly,	in	the	last	scene	of	Aeschylus’	Agamemnon,	there	is	a	reason	for	the	presence	





of	 Clytemnestra.	 The	 two	 stories	 of	 “sacrifice	 and	 salvation”	 echo	 strongly	 with	 one	














united	 society	 as	 a	 whole.	 When	 Praxithea	 proclaims	 her	 position	 with	 the	 famous	
sentence	“we	are	born	autochthonous”	with	a	plural	form	of	the	verb	ἔφυμεν	(Erech.	360.	









31	It	 is	widely	 accepted	 both	 in	 antiquity	 and	 in	modern	 scholarship	 that	 the	 tragedy	
Erechtheus	 of	 Euripides,	 performed	 during	 the	 Athenian-Spartan	 truce	 of	 423-2,	 is	
composed	in	a	stronger	patriotic	sense	rather	than	a	tragic	sense.	This	feature	makes	this	
play	 distinctive	 amongst	 Euripides’	 works.	 Many	 Greek	 politicians	 and	 orators	 took	
advantage	of	this	theme	in	their	speeches.	For	example,	Demosthenes	talked	about	the	
myth	 and	 then	 immediately	 compared	 the	 Trojan	 and	 Persian	 wars.	 By	 mentioning	














human	 society	 accomplished:	 a	 stable	 social	 order	 in	 the	 human	 world	 has	 been	
established.		
In	fact,	set	 in	a	sexual	context,	the	myths	are	throughout	aware	of	the	essential	
condition	 of	 the	 human	 world	 that	 was	 imagined	 in	 the	 traditional	 framework.	 The	
mythic	world	 in	autochthony	 from	the	very	beginning	–	even	 in	 the	so-called	myth	of	
origin	(Erichthonius)	–	is	a	normal	sexual	world	in	which	sexual	desire,	gender	conflict,	
and	social	disorder	happen	from	time	to	time:	this	is	a	typical	human	world	under	the	





The	 myths,	 through	 intricate	 interactions	 between	 the	 human	 world	 and	 the	
divine	world,	present	a	plausible	scheme	in	response	to	the	archaic	tragic	vision:	to	follow	
the	advice	of	Athena	and	to	imitate	the	order	of	Zeus.	It	is	not	an	accident	that	all	the	three	
myths	 end	with	 the	 glorification	 and	 confirmation	 of	 Athena’s	 authority.	 As	 both	 the	
representative	and	defender	of	 the	order	of	Zeus,	Athena	demonstrates	a	way	 for	 the	
construction	 of	 human	 order.	 Through	 the	 suppressing	 and	 self-surrendering	 of	 the	
female	 in	 the	male-dominated	hierarchical	 order,	 a	 transformed	monistic	 structure	 is	
formed	for	sexual	society.	In	this	way,	the	goddess	revives	the	divine	order	of	Zeus	in	the	
human	world,33	which	 allows	 human	 society	 to	 gain	 a	 stable	 order	 that	 is	 constantly	
threatened	with	dissolution.	In	this	unique	mythic	discourse,	Athens	not	only	establishes	














Autochthony	 is	not	only	narrated	orally	 in	 the	 form	of	myth	 telling,	but	 is	 also	
materialized.	 We	 have	 briefly	 seen	 how	 the	 three	 autochthonous	 stories	 are	 richly	
presented	on	vase	paintings.	 In	 this	 section	we	will	 see	how	autochthony	as	 a	 strong	
social	 discourse	 is	 delivered	 through	 physical	 buildings	 in	 the	 city	 of	 Athens.	 The	
architecture	 that	we	are	going	 to	 investigate	 is	 the	Acropolis,	 the	symbol	of	 the	social	
success	of	Athens	and	its	imperial	power.	Represented	on	the	Acropolis,	the	influence	of	
autochthony	on	the	entire	polis	is	undoubtedly	huge.34	But	what	is	more	important	here	
is	 that	 through	 a	 spatial	 construction,	 autochthony	 is	 systematically	 and	
comprehensively	 expressed	 in	 a	 visible	 way,	 and	 with	 the	 Parthenon	 temple	 and	
Erechtheum	 working	 in	 tandem,	 we	 will	 see	 more	 clearly	 the	 theological	 and	
cosmological	framework	in	which	the	mythic	imagination	of	autochthony	is	embedded.		
What	 does	 the	Acropolis	 attempt	 to	 present	 for	 the	 discourse	 of	 autochthony?	
Following	 the	 theory	 of	 her	 political	 reading,	 Loraux	 argued	 for	 a	 representation	 of	
democratic	 ideology	 by	 the	 buildings	 based	 on	 a	 close	 link	 between	 the	 “earth-born”	
Erichthonius	 in	 the	Erechtheum	and	the	Pandora	at	 the	base	of	Athena’s	statue	 in	 the	
Parthenon	temple.	However,	 this	proposal	might	be	weak	since	it	only	focuses	on	two	
single	figures	(Pandora	and	Erichthonius)	without	sufficient	consideration	of	many	other	
crucial	 elements	 in	 the	 Acropolis,	 especially	 the	 other	 two	 autochthonous	 kings	
Erechtheus	and	Kekrops,	who	are	also	worshipped	in	the	Erechtheum,	to	say	nothing	of	
the	 cosmological	 and	 theological	 presentation	 richly	 and	 systematically	 shown	 in	 the	
Parthenon	 temple. 35 	It	 should	 be	 pointed	 out	 that	 autochthony	 is	 not	 an	 isolated	
																																																						





















rarely	 regarded	 as	 only	 a	 religious	 site	 for	 ritual	 performances.37	One	 of	 the	 unique	
features	of	 this	 construction	 is	 its	 combination	of	 the	divine	world	and	contemporary	
human	society	in	the	united	space	of	the	temple.38	Although	such	arrangement	was	rather	















































8).	The	sculpture	depicts	 the	divine	eris	between	Athena	and	Poseidon	 in	 the	story	of	
Kekrops	which	ends	with	the	victory	of	the	goddess	and	her	affirmation	of	the	Athenian	
order.	 The	 link	 between	 divine	 order	 and	 autochthonous	 order	 on	 this	 pediment	 is	
explicit:	 both	 the	 Olympian	 gods	 (Hermes	 and	 Iris)	 and	 all	 the	 generations	 of	
autochthonous	Athenians	(Kekrops	with	three	daughters,	Ion	with	his	mother	Creusa,	the	
royal	house	of	Eleusis	 and	Praxithea)	 are	 shown	as	participants	 in	 this	divine-human	
event.		
The	 metopes	 continue	 this	 discourse.	 They	 also	 manifest	 a	 prominent	
interrelation	between	the	human	world	and	the	divine	world	on	the	issue	of	order.	There	
are	three	walls	depicting	the	world	of	human	beings.	The	Centauromachy	on	the	south	
shows	 the	 victory	 of	 the	 civilized	 Athenian	 world	 over	 the	 wild	 world.	 The	
Amazonomachy	 on	 the	 west	 presents	 the	 triumph	 of	 Greek	men	 over	 eastern	 exotic	
power,	the	savage	women.	And	the	Trojan	War	on	the	north	displays	a	fulfillment	of	the	
will	 of	 the	 divinity	 when	 Troy	 was	 sacked	 by	 Greeks	 with	 all	 the	 Olympian	 gods	 as	
witnesses.	 Correspondingly,	 the	 last	 wall,	 the	 Gigantomachy	 on	 the	 east,	 depicts	 the	
cosmic	battle	where	Zeus	wins	over	the	previous	generations	just	before	he	establishes	
his	ruling	order.	The	four	walls	of	metopes	are	parallel	with	each	other,	as	if	the	victory	





































the	 major	 problems	 of	 Connelly’s	 reading	 is	 that	 she	 relies	 too	 much	 on	 Euripides’	
dramatic	 fragments	 on	 the	myth	of	 Erechtheus	 and,	 except	 for	 the	peplos,	 she	 cannot	
provide	 a	 convincing	 interpretation	 of	 other	 various	 sculptures.	 See	 Younger	(1993),	
Harrison	(1996),	Carter	(2011),	and	Pemberton	(1976)	114.		
42	The	earliest	detailed	study	of	the	Erechtheum	(Erechtheion)	is	by	Paton	et	al.	(1927)	







house	 the	wooden	 cult	 statue	 of	 Athena	 along	with	 some	 other	 cults.44	The	 intimate	
association	 between	 the	 honour	 of	 the	 goddess	 Athena	 Polias	 and	 the	 Athenian	 hero	
recalls	the	mythic	story	of	the	Eleusis	war	in	which	the	autochthonous	Erechtheus	and	
Athena	 both	 play	 crucial	 roles. 45 	The	 vivid	 presentation	 of	 the	 story	 with	 two	
corresponding	holes	on	the	roof	and	the	floor	of	the	building,	which	indicates	the	work	of	
Poseidon’s	trident	when	he	killed	Erechtheus	in	anger	after	his	son	was	defeated,	further	
shows	 the	victory	of	 the	mortal	king	and	 the	divine	goddess.	Through	 this	 systematic	
presentation,	the	hierarchical	order	of	both	the	divine	world	and	the	human	world	are	
correspondingly	displayed.	
What,	 then,	 is	 the	 idea	of	autochthony	that	 the	construction	of	 the	Erechtheum	
conveys?	Is	it	the	same	order	as	the	one	that	we	discussed	in	the	mythic	narrative?	To	






























significance	of	 their	presentation.	Being	placed	at	 the	Erechtheum,	 they	are	granted	a	
proper	and	visible	place.	In	this	way,	the	Erechtheum	consists	of	not	only	males	but	also	
females.	In	the	intricate	framework	of	autochthony,	women	are	thus	not	excluded	but	are	
included	 and	 are	 allocated	 roles	 in	 a	 proper	manner.	 Furthermore,	 judging	 from	 the	
generous	distance	between	the	girls	and	their	confident	gestures,	the	maidens	seem	to	
be	 appreciating	 the	 Athenian	 social	 order.	 The	 female	 at	 the	 Erechtheum	 is	 possibly	
presented	 to	 ally	 itself	 to	 the	male-dominated	 system	of	 its	 own	 free	will	 and	 is	 thus	








century	 BCE	 work	 De	 architectura	 (I.1.5)	 that	 these	 female	 figures	 represented	 the	
punishment	of	the	women	of	Karyae,	a	city	near	Sparta,	who	were	condemned	to	slavery	
after	betraying	Athens.	However,	Vitruvius'	explanation	is	doubtful.	On	the	one	hand,	as	
Hersey	[(1988)	69]	points	out,	before	 the	Persian	war,	 the	 female	 figures	had	already	
been	used	as	a	decorative	support;	on	the	other	hand,	the	event	in	the	Persian	war	might	
have	 been	 too	 remote	 for	 the	 contemporary	 architects	 to	 develop	 into	 a	 theme	 for	
construction.		




This	 also	 indicates	 strongly	 they	 are	 firmly	 embedded	 within	 the	 established	 social	
system.	For	the	discussion	of	the	gesture,	see	Lest	(2004)	24,	106,	and	Clements	(2015)	
172-74.	
50	The	base	of	 this	 colossal	 statue	was	set	at	eye-level,	with	 images	of	myth	carved	 in	





















as	 a	 submissive	 figure	 under	 the	 care	 of	 the	 virgin	 goddess	 as	 well	 as	 Zeus. 52 	It	 is,	
therefore,	hard	 for	us	to	regard	this	Pandora	as	an	anti-Athena,	as	suggested	by	some	
scholars.53	She	has	entered	 into	 the	harmonious	cosmic	world;	has	been	placed	 in	 the	
very	centre	of	the	temple;	has	witnessed	the	establishment	of	the	autochthonous	order	
and	has	confirmed	–	even	celebrated	–	the	victory	of	the	goddess.	Now	this	female,	the	




the	 Acropolis	 offers	 structurally	 a	 comprehensive	 cosmic	 picture	 for	 spectators	 to	
observe	the	myths	of	autochthony.	In	the	Parthenon	temple,	autochthony	is	shown	to	be	
co-operated	 into	 the	 interaction	between	 the	human	world	and	 the	divine	world.	The	
																																																						















three	corresponding	parts	of	 the	 temple	 indicate	a	common	order	 that	human	society	
shares	with	the	world	of	gods	in	the	same	cosmos.	This	order	is	the	order	of	Zeus	which	
is	 defended	 by	 the	 goddess	 Athena	 Polias	 and	 is	 further	 applied	 to	 and	 imitated	 by	










that	 autochthony	 as	 a	 series	 of	 social	 discourses	 in	 classical	Athens,	 either	 by	way	of	





the	 monistic	 rule	 of	 Zeus,	 which	 in	 effect	 is	 an	 imitation	 of	 the	 divine	 order.	 By	 re-






than	 an	 exclusion	 of	 women	 in	 mythic	 narrative.	 Therefore,	 the	 idea	 of	 mythic	
autochthony	is	 first	and	foremost	 for	the	entire	sexual	society	 instead	of	 for	a	specific	
politics	 where	 females	 are	 supposed	 to	 be	 absent.	 Furthermore,	 with	 deep	 concerns	

















vigorous	 in	 Athens	 is	 such	 a	 potential	 profundity	 and	 intricacy	 which	 is	 indicated	
repeatedly	in	its	mythic	narratives.		
We	may	say	 that	autochthony	as	a	 charter	myth	 in	 the	 civic	 sphere	gained	 the	
authority	of	social	principle,	but	it	does	not	mean	that	this	newly	invented	discourse	had	





for	popular	mythic	 imagination	 in	major	 traditions	but	 also	 for	 vigorous	 exchange	by	




for	our	 case	 study.	Both	of	 them,	 as	we	will	 see,	 by	keeping	a	distance	 from	 the	 civic	














can	 make	 its	 average	 audience	 question	 their	 own	 city,	 the	 intellectualized	





far	 as	 to	discuss	 the	 intellectual	or	 emotional	 reception	of	 tragedy	 from	 the	aspect	of	








the	 traditional	 discourse	 of	 autochthony,	 both	 of	 the	 writers	 interweave	 their	 own	
thoughts	 into	 the	 tragic	 narrative	 and	 thereby	 shed	new	 light	 on	 this	 popular	mythic	
thinking	 in	 the	 genre	 of	 tragedy.	 In	 our	 reading	 of	 these	 texts,	 therefore,	 it	would	 be	
especially	interesting	to	see	the	mechanism	of	conversation	between	tragedy	and	civic	
discourse.	We	should	ask:	what	is	changed	and	what	remains?	Why	are	specific	plots	or	
details	 chosen	 to	 be	 stressed	 or	 neglected?	 How	 do	 those	 changes	 affect	 the	 entire	









































city	of	Athens.2	The	 final	victory	of	 the	goddess	Athena	Polias	 in	 the	court	 trial	 at	 the	














principle,	 it	 nevertheless	 allows	 us	 to	 see	 a	 clear	 parallel	 between	 the	 dramatic	
performance	 and	 the	mythic	 telling	 of	 autochthony	 –	 the	 other	 “charter	 for	 the	 city”.	
Indeed,	not	only	does	the	contrast	between	the	old	and	new	institutions	of	justice	in	the	




If	we	 look	at	 the	structure	of	 the	Oresteia,	we	will	see	how	the	narrative	of	 the	
autochthonous	myth	 is	 interwoven	 into	 the	 family	 story	of	Agamemnon:	 (1)	 after	 the	
Trojan	 War,	 Agamemnon	 went	 back	 home,	 but	 waiting	 for	 him	 was	 his	 murder.	
Clytemnestra,	his	wife,	killed	him	because	he	sacrificed	their	daughter	Iphigeneia.	The	
family	 fell	 apart:	 men	 and	 women	 stood	 against	 one	 another.	 Orestes,	 the	 son	 of	
Agamemnon	and	Clytemnestra,	commanded	by	Apollo,	returned	to	Argos	to	avenge	his	
mother	 since	 she	 killed	 his	 father.	 But	 this	 killing	 triggered	 again	 another	 round	 of	
vengeance	by	the	Erinyes,	a	chorus	of	goddesses	born	in	the	pre-Zeus	era	who	accused	




3	On	 classical	 statements	 about	 “charter	myth”	of	 the	Oresteia,	 see	Finley	 (1955)	246,	
Kitto	(1961)	64,	Macleod	(1982)	124,	Sommerstein	(1989),	Heath	(1987),	see	also	Sailor	


















resolution	by	 the	 goddess	Athena	Polias	 also	by	 a	 crucial	 vote,	 (3)	 a	blessed	order	of	
society	is	established:	on	the	one	hand,	the	male	suppresses	the	female,	and	(4)	on	the	
other	hand,	the	female	plays	a	submissive	role	willingly	in	the	sexual	society.	This	is	a	










new	 reading	 by	 bringing	 us	 to	 another	 domain	 of	 the	 play	 that	 has	 rarely	 been	 paid	
attention	to	before	her:	myth-making	and	mythopoesis.	For	Zeitlin,	Aeschylus’	intention	
is	not	to	display	the	solution	by	civic	law	but	to	invent	his	own	solution	to	sexual	conflicts	





interpretation	 could	 be	 re-examined,	 her	 interpretation	 of	 the	 myths	 in	 the	 play	 is	




























Athena’s	 siding	with	 the	male	 during	 the	 vote	 echoes	 strongly	with	 the	most	 crucial	
turning	point	in	the	myth	of	Kekrops,	where	it	is	also	this	goddess	who,	after	the	civic	
vote,	announces	her	support	of	the	male	party	in	her	final	establishment	of	social	order.	
Oriented	 by	 this	 divine	 resolution,	 the	 central	 concern	 of	 autochthony	 dominates	 the	
stage	throughout	the	trilogy.	With	the	intervention	of	Athena,	the	ending	of	the	tragedy	
shows	the	same	hope	to	human	society:	no	matter	how	chaotic	the	human	world	is,	if	one	


























different	 from	 the	 traditional	 story.	This	 element	 is	 the	 issue	of	dikē,	 one	of	 the	most	
crucial	thematic	focuses	of	the	play.	
Now	 I	will	 explain	why	 this	 issue	 of	dikē	 helps	 so	much	 to	 support	Aeschylus’	








Areopagus,	 the	Erinyes,	 those	ancient	goddesses,	were	still	 angry	about	 the	victory	of	
men	and	they	still	threatened	to	take	a	revenge.	It	was	not	until	the	persuasion	and	threat	
of	Athena	 that	 this	power	of	 rebellion	was	 finally	 resolved.	Therefore,	 it	 is	 the	 forced	
action	of	Athena	 instead	of	 the	original	principle	of	 dikē	 that	 finally	 ends	 those	 tragic	
tensions.	
Goldhill	is	certainly	right	to	point	out	that	to	claim	a	historical	triumph	of	reasoned	
law	of	dikē	 is	 too	 simplified	a	 theory,	 and	his	 reading,	 especially	his	note	on	Athena’s	
intervention,	 prepares	 for	 us	 a	 good	 way	 to	 look	 at	 the	 intricate	 issue	 of	 the	
autochthonous	ending.	As	we	have	argued	above,	in	the	parallel	between	the	tragedy	and	








the	 autochthonous	 story.	Now	 if	 the	 discourse	 of	 autochthony	 is	 taken	 into	Goldhill’s	
reading,	we	can	in	fact	develop	a	more	provocative	view:	it	is	the	order	of	autochthony	
instead	 of	 law	 of	 dikē	 that	 finally	 stopped	 all	 the	 social	 conflicts.	 In	 other	words:	 the	












remains	 problematic	 until	 the	 end	 of	 the	 story,	 how	 are	we	 to	make	 sense	 of	 such	 a	
glorious	 establishment	 of	 the	 autochthonous	 order?	 Is	 not	 the	 latter	 supposed	 to	 be	
naturally	just,	if	it	is	the	fundamental	principle	for	the	entire	society?	
With	this	unusual	combination	of	the	failure	of	dikē	and	the	victory	of	autochthony,	









To	 some	 extent,	 in	 the	 Oresteia,	 the	 order	 in	 the	 time	 of	 Agamemnon	 before	 the	
transgression	of	Clytemnestra	is	similar	to	Athenian	autochthony,	i.e.	the	male	dominates	
the	 female	 and	 the	 female	 should	 be	 submissive	 to	 the	 male,	 and	 the	 entire	 trilogy	












the	civic	narrative.	 In	 the	 traditional	myths	 there	 is	only	one	 focused	concern,	 that	 is,	
social	 order	–	 and	 thereby	a	 tacit	 consent	 to	 the	equalization	 of	 social	 order	 to	 social	
justice	–;	 in	Aeschylus’	 tragedy,	however,	order	and	 justice	are	shown	to	be	no	 longer	
naturally	 synchronized	 with	 one	 another.	 With	 the	 introduction	 of	 dikē	 as	 a	 distinct	
counterpart	of	order,	the	presentation	of	autochthony	in	the	tragedy	becomes	different.	
As	we	will	see,	it	is	precisely	with	this	sharp	point	that	Aeschylus	makes	a	response	to	the	




thinking	 should	 be	 reconsidered.	 With	 the	 manifestation	 of	 the	 uncomfortable	 gap,	
Aeschylus	is	in	essence	questioning	whether	the	establishment	of	autochthonous	order	
is	 really	 equivalent	 to	 the	 achievement	 of	 dikē.	 Or	 to	 put	 it	 more	 simply:	 whether	
autochthonous	 order	 is	 really	 unquestionably	 just?	 This	 question	 immediately	 posits	









actions.	 The	queen	 said	 that	 it	was	 the	death	 of	 Iphigeneia	 that	 triggered	her	 to	 take	
																																																						








revenge	 on	 Agamemnon	 (Aga.	 1523-28). 10 	Here	 the	 highlight	 of	 Iphigeneia’s	 death	
expresses	 a	 logic	 of	 justice	 for	 Clytemnestra’s	 violation	 of	 the	 order:	 since	 it	 is	
Agamemnon	who	originally	did	wrong	to	his	family,	Clytemnestra’s	killing	of	her	husband,	
i.e.	violating	order,	could	claim	to	be	a	just	action	against	his	injustice.11	
Although	other	reasons	 for	 the	king’s	death	were	also	mentioned	briefly	 in	 the	
play,	such	as	Clytemnestra’s	extramarital	affair	and	Aegisthus’	own	family	history,	which	
makes	the	woman’s	self-justification	more	questionable,	it	is	still	interesting	to	see	that	




their	 justice	 (which	seem	 less	problematic	 than	 the	case	of	Clytemnestra),	all	have	no	
choice	 but	 to	 go	 further	 into	 the	 vicious	 cycle	 of	 chaos.	 Compared	 to	 the	 traditional	
narrative	where	social	conflicts	could	be	resolved	once	and	for	all,	in	such	a	lengthy	cycle	
of	“justice	and	disorder”,	we	see	a	much	more	irritating	and	desperate	situation:	it	seems	
that	no	matter	how	hard	dikē	 is	 sought,	 the	order	of	society	 is	never	made	better	but	
worse.13	
																																																						
10Aga.	 1523-28:	 οὐδὲ	 γὰρ	 οὗτος	 δολίαν	 ἄτην	 οἴκοισιν	 ἔθηκ᾽;	 […]	 ἄξια	 δράσας	 ἄξια	
πάσχων	“for	did	not	this	man	set	calamity	in	the	house	through	deception?	[...]	Having	
done	what	is	due,	he	now	suffers	what	is	due.”	Cf.	1521-30.	It	is	also	noticeable	that	right	
at	 the	 beginning	 of	 the	 play,	 in	 the	 first	 extremely	 long	 chorus	 song	 (Aga.	 40-257),	





choice	 of	 the	 virgin	 sacrifice,	 see	Dodds	 (1990),	 Fisher	 (1992)	 283-86,	 Gantz	 (1982),	







they	 take	 the	 juridical	 process	 in	 the	 Athenian	 court	 Areopagus	 as	 a	 new	 attempt	 of	
ending	such	a	cycle.	See	Goldhill	(1984),	(1986),	(1992),	cf.	Clark	and	Csapo	(1991).	See	




































rather	 than	 a	 woman.	 Clytemnestra’s	 masculine	 features:	 Aga.	 258-60,	 351,	 371-19	
(language);	614,	(kratos),	1673	(ruling),	1231	(“a	masculine	murder”).	On	the	masculine	
features	of	Clytemnestra	in	her	rule,	see	Goldhill	(1984a),	Goldhill	(1984b)	85-91,	Foley	
[(2009)	 208-10],	 Betensky	 (1978),	 McClure	 (1996)	 and	 (1997),	 Winnington-Ingram	
(1948).	 However,	 to	 regard	 the	 queen	 as	 the	 one	with	 a	 transcendent	 gender	 can	 be	








has	 received	 from	 his	 wife/a	 woman	 and	 the	 related	 problem	 of	 mourning	 him	
properly.”16	Indeed,	what	the	chorus	is	more	concerned	about	is	how	to	maintain	a	good	
order	for	a	long	time:	καὶ	τὸ	μὲν	καλῶς	ἔχον/	ὅπως	χρονίζον	εὖ	μενεῖ	βουλευτέον	(Aga.	


















































With	 both	 the	 endless	 cycle	 of	 “justice	 and	 disorder”	 and	 the	 very	 complex	








Aeschylus’	 answer	 to	 this	 question	 seems	 to	 be	 quite	 negative:	 although	
throughout	the	trilogy,	the	establishment	of	social	order	(i.e.	patriarchal/	autochthonous	




















the	 tragedian	 traces	his	 reflection	back.	For	Aeschylus,	 the	unbridgeable	gap	between	
autochthonous	order	and	social	justice	is	in	essence	rooted	in	the	gender	issue	of	human	








The	highlight	of	 the	death	of	 Iphigeneia	 is	again	a	good	example.	The	mother’s	




“Birth	 from	 the	 two”:	 this	 is	 a	 natural	 justice	 to	 which	 women	 as	 mothers	 would	














encounter	 impediment	or	even	challenge	 concerning	 its	 justification,	 as	 in	 the	 case	of	
Orestes.		
Such	an	uneasy	tension	between	the	naturally	dualistic	opposition	and	an	attempt	
to	 establish	 the	 monistic	 patriarchal	 order	 shows	 how	 complex	 and	 problematic	 the	






subjects	 becomes	 increasingly	 distinct	 and	 even	 the	 generational	 division	 between	
mother	 and	 son	 is	 quickly	 replaced	 by	 sexual	 opposition	 between	 men	 and	 women.	
Orestes,	for	example,	does	not	kill	Clytemnestra	for	himself;	the	deed	is	entirely	for	the	
sake	 of	 his	 father.	He	makes	 a	 great	 effort	 to	 grow	up	 from	puberty	 to	 adulthood	 by	
separating	himself	from	his	attachment	to	his	mother,	and	thereby	judges	Clytemnestra	
as	a	wife	and	a	woman	(Eum.	625-27).21	The	ontological	opposition	between	women	and	







































However,	 after	 the	 play	 has	 deliberately	 prolonged	 the	 narrative	with	 such	 an	
exaggeratedly	long	presentation	of	sexual	conflicts	–	for	the	entire	two	and	a	half	plays!	–	
Athena’s	establishment	of	autochthonous	order	here	seems	to	have	been	much	harder	





















the	 divine	 order	would	 cause	worries	 in	 human	 society,	 although	 the	 reversal	 finally	

























25	The	 contrast	 between	 the	 old	 and	 new	order	 can	 be	 seen	 clearly	 in	 the	 divine	 eris	
between	Apollo	the	son	of	Zeus	and	the	Erinyes	the	very	ancient	goddesses	from	the	pre-
Zeus	 generation.	 In	 the	 Oresteia,	 the	 Erinyes	 are	 portrayed	 as	 old	 virgins,	 being	 the	
children	of	Night	(Eum.	322,	416,	745,	792,	822,	843,	1034).	They	not	only	embrace	all	



































Euripides,	 however,	 even	 such	 a	 thought	 is	 problematic.	 If	 there	 is	 a	 gap	 between	
																																																						
26	In	response	to	the	evolutionary	theory,	with	the	almost	balanced	vote,	we	can	see	that	
actually	 the	 famous	 law	 court	 scene	 in	 the	Eumenides	 is	 rather	 ironic:	 it	 shows	not	 a	














	 This	 central	 concern	 of	 the	 divine-human	 relationship	 could	 be	 seen	
straightforwardly	in	Euripides’	setting	of	the	play:	instead	of	taking	Athens	alone	as	the	
only	venue	for	his	story,	Euripides	 innovatively	 involves	 in	his	writing	another	venue,	
Delphi,	the	divine	place	of	oracle,	as	a	distinguished	counterpart	of	Athens.	With	a	clear	





In	 such	 an	 explicit	 separation,	 a	 gap	between	 the	divine	world	 and	 the	human	
world,	 divine	 order	 and	 human	 order,	 autochthony	 and	 human	 reality	 is	 indicated.	 If	
autochthony,	as	 imagined,	 is	 really	 identical	with	 the	divine	order,	 this	unique	setting	
would	otherwise	 trigger	 its	 audience	 to	wonder:	how	 far	 exactly	 is	 it	 from	 the	divine	
																																																						
27	This	setting	has	long	been	a	big	puzzle	for	scholarly	reading,	since	no	matter	how	much	
the	 play	 could	 be	 read	 as	 a	 Delphic	 drama	which	 focuses	 on	 divine	works	 of	 Apollo	
(Wassermann	 (1940),	 Burnett	 (1962),	 Rosivach	 (1977)	 and	 Hunter	 (2011))	 or	 an	
Athenian	tragedy		which	narrates	exclusively	an	Athenian	legend	(Loraux	(1981),	Zeitlin	
(1989),	Goff	(1988),	Saxonhouse	(1986)		and	Segal	(1999)),	the	noticeable	discrepancy	
among	 the	 readings	 of	 the	 two	 venues	 shows	 the	 trouble	 of	 dealing	 with	 such	 a	
seemingly-unnecessary	combination.	My	reading	in	this	section	is	responding	to	those	
traditional	 interpretations.	 For	 me,	 it	 is	 precisely	 such	 a	 discrepancy	 that	 is	 really	





although	 the	 protagonist	 Ion	 is	 recognized	 as	 the	 progenitor	 of	 Ionian	 emigrants,	 the	





































































recognizing	her	son.	By	contrast,	 the	god	Hermes’	narrative	 is	 indifferent	without	any	
sympathetic	emotion,	like	a	common	story.	
29	This	is	not	an	imitation	of	the	earth-born	action	or	a	“reversal	of	the	myth”	as	Loraux	
and	 Zeitlin	 have	 argued.	 Both	 Loraux	 [(1981)	 176]	 and	 Zeitlin	 [(1989)	 294-97]	 pay	





























Athena,	 Zeus	 and	 Dionysus)	 and	 the	 violent	 chthonic	 monsters	 (Hydra,	 Chimaira,	
Enkelados,	Mimas	and	Giants)	are	drawn.	The	battles	end	with	a	triumph	of	the	former	




























divine	 world.	 And	 what	 is	 more,	 because	 the	 chthonic	 war	 so	 significant	 to	 Zeus’	
establishment	of	his	ruling	order,	such	a	gift	from	the	daughter	of	Zeus	certainly	means	
more	than	a	mere	honour,	but	indicates	an	internal	connection	between	the	gift-giver	and	




about	 the	 intention	 of	 Euripides’	 innovation	 (Rosivach	 suggests	 that	 Euripides	 takes	
advantage	of	the	presentation	of	chthonic	battle	to	indicate	the	“triumph	of	Apollo	over	
the	opposition	of	Kreusa”),	I	do	find	this	point	interesting	to	note.	Since	there	is	an	explicit	












the	 theme	 of	 the	 play.	 This	 special	 combination	 indicates	 Euripides’	 specific	 concern	





argue	 that	 the	 nature	 of	 this	 principle	 itself	 possesses	 a	 dark	 side.	 To	 argue	 that	
autochthony	has	a	nature	of	monstrosity	is	thus	also	misleading.	On	the	discussion	of	the	
dark	 side	 of	 autochthony,	 see	 Loraux	 (1981)	 198-203,	 Segal	 (1999)	 82,	 Swift	 (2008),	









and	 so	 faithfully,	 how	 can	 these	 changes	 even	 happen?	 In	 order	 to	 understand	 this	
unexpected	 turning	point,	we	will	 now	 turn	 to	 the	 second	part	 of	 the	play	where	 the	
power	of	disorder	overwhelms	the	established	order.		
In	 terms	 of	 the	 tragic	 plot,	 Creusa	 is	 undoubtedly	 the	 central	 figure	 who	 is	
responsible	 for	 all	 the	 changes.36	It	 is	 she	who	breaks	 the	 existing	 rule	 of	 order,	who	
comes	up	with	the	plan	for	the	killing,	and	who	is	involved	in	the	deadly	conflict	with	Ion.	
But	we	 should	 notice	 that	 Creusa	 herself	 changes	 remarkably,	 too.	 In	 contrast	 to	 the	





the	order	of	autochthony	so	 firmly	 in	 the	beginning,	how	can	such	a	dramatic	 change	










appears	 twice,	 first	 in	 Xuthus’	 absurd	 presumption	 (Ion	 543-54)	 and	 then	 in	 the	 old	






































about	how	Xuthus	breeds	 the	 child	 secretly	 and	how	he	plans	 a	 seemingly-accidental	
meeting	between	 them	(817-31).	The	double	assumptions	of	 the	Delphi	girl	 are	not	a	




















worst	 stratagem:	 when	 he	 brings	 the	 “bastard	 son”	 back	 home	 without	 Creusa’s	
knowledge,	the	nature	of	Ion’s	return	is	decisively	changed.	It	becomes	an	unexpected	
betrayal	of	the	sexual	relationship	rather	than	a	possibly	good	adoption	by	both	parents.	
What	 is	worse,	 Xuthus’	 blatant	 confirmation	 of	 his	 promiscuous	 past	 even	 stokes	 the	
anger	 of	 his	wife:	while	 she	 has	 tried	 so	 hard	 to	 defend	 the	 autochthonous	 value	 by	
silencing	her	own	shameful	rape,	he,	on	the	contrary,	appears	to	be	eager	to	let	everyone	




























her	most	 cherished	order	 is	 threatened	and,	 ironically,	 the	 crisis	 comes	 from	outside,	
from	someone	else	whom	she	does	not	even	know.	No	matter	how	well	she	managed	to	







possibility	 of	 a	 real	 bastard	 son	 and	 the	 product	 of	 uncontrollable	 sexuality.	 Xuthus’	
careless	presumption	about	his	sleeping	with	a	“Delphi	girl”	by	accident	in	the	pleasure	
of	Bacchus	(Ion	553:	Βακχίου	πρὸς	ἡδοναῖς)	reveals	not	only	that	he	has	indeed	had	such	















may	 possibly	 encounter	 a	 “Delphi	 girl”	 –	 and	 every	 woman	 may	 herself	 potentially	
become	a	“Delphi	girl”.		


































controlling	of	 the	absolute	other	 is	 too	wishful	 and	 idealized.	 Since	women	cannot	be	
literally	excluded	from	the	reproductive	cycle,	they	can	never	strictly	be	suppressed	or	
controlled	 as	 imagined	 in	 mythic	 narratives.	 In	 the	 real	 human	 world,	 what	 Creusa	
intends	to	suppress	always	exists.	Symbolic	gestures	remain	merely	symbolic.	Creusa	–	
as	well	as	the	audience	–	has	to	admit	the	discrepancy	between	reality	and	mythic	history.	
Although	 the	 order	 of	 autochthony	 endeavours	 to	 regulate	 the	 sexual	 relationship	
through	a	monistic	pattern,	the	dualist	structure	of	the	procreation	per	se	far	exceeds	the	
dimension	 that	 such	 attempts	 can	 reach.	 The	 suppression	 of	 the	 female	 by	 the	 social	








Since	 the	 order	 she	 valued	 can	 no	 longer	work	well,	 Creusa	 for	 the	 first	 time	
decides	 to	 reveal	 the	 rape	 and	 to	 release	 the	 heavy	 burden	 that	 she	 has	 had	 to	 bear	
uneasily	for	the	autochthonous	house	(Ion	875).	Now	she	is	going	γυναικεῖόν	τι	δρᾶν,	“to	















The	 weapon	 that	 Creusa	 uses	 to	 kill	 Ion	 is	 one	 of	 the	 most	 typical	 feminine	







long-suppressed	 power,	 Creusa	 re-introduces	 darkness,	 chaos	 and	 conflicts	 into	 the	
world.	The	activating	of	the	toxic	blood	shows	explicitly	a	revival	of	the	pre-Zeus	disorder.	
All	the	violent	defeated	powers	that	have	been	chained	for	generations	under	the	rule	of	
Zeus	 now	 reappear	 in	 the	 human	world.41	And	 it	 is	 prompted	 by	 a	woman,	 a	 human	
creature.		
Creusa’s	destructive	characteristics	are	fully	revealed.	Creusa,	who	was	a	glorious	
figure	 of	 autochthony,	 is	 now	 a	 horrible	 woman	 and	 is	 called	 a	 terrible	 killer.42	The	
returning	 of	 the	woman,	 the	 revival	 of	 the	 chthonic	monster’s	 power,	 and	 the	 tricks,	

















indicate	 strongly	 its	 parallel	 to	 the	 idealized	 construction	 of	 the	 Parthenon	 temple	 in	
Athens	as	well	as	the	divine	temple	in	Delphi,	as	we	shall	see.	This	parallel	indicates	that,	
in	Ion’s	mind,	the	autochthonous	principle	in	Athens	indeed	equals	the	divine	order	of	














However,	 whereas	 the	 Parthenon	 temple	 and	 the	 tent	 themselves	 carry	 the	
people’s	wish	 for	 an	 ideal	 autochthonous	order	 in	 a	harmonious	 cosmos,	 such	a	wish	
turns	out	to	be	impossible	here.	With	all	the	tragic	conflicts	on	show,	the	blessing	symbol	















holds	 that,	 while	 the	 roof	 is	 a	 presentation	 of	 order,	 the	 wall	 and	 the	 entrance	 (she	
categorises	them	wrongly	both	belong	to	the	wall)	“appear	to	deny	any	place	to	order	and	
coherence”.	 (43)	 It	 is	 a	 battle	 indeed.	 But	 this	 battle	 in	 which	 Greeks	 fight	 against	
barbarians	is	not	presented	as	an	endless	chaotic	war	but	a	triumph	of	the	Greek	side,	i.e.	
the	civilized	people.	There	is	no	point	in	taking	such	a	battle	not	in	a	positive	light.	In	fact,	
with	 three	 other	 important	 wars	 (Gigantomachy,	 Centauromachy,	 Iliupersis),	 the	
barbarian	battle	(Amazonomachy)	also	appears	as	a	crucial	theme	on	the	metopes	of	the	
Parthenon	temple,	which	cannot	be	interpreted	as	a	symbol	of	chaos;	instead,	they	are	all	
presentations	 of	 the	 merits	 of	 Greeks.	 Such	 resonance	 suggests	 a	 more	 profound	
connection	between	the	tent	scene	and	the	Athenian	city.	As	we	see,	the	roof	(cosmology),	
the	wall	(battle)	and	the	entrance	(autochthony)	in	the	tent	correspond	perfectly	with	
the	pediments	 (cosmology),	 the	metopes	 (battle)	and	 the	 friezes	 (autochthony)	of	 the	
Parthenon.		Therefore,	there	is	a	consistency	in	and	between	the	presentations	of	the	tent,	











group	 as	 a	 unity	 are	 celebrated,	 the	 occurrence	 of	 violent	 conflicts	 displays	 fully	 the	
unharmonious	relation	between	the	real	human	condition	and	the	mythical	education.49	
Γυναικεῖόν	τι	δρᾶν	(Ion	843):	this	is	the	peak	moment	of	tragic	conflict	when	the	




hardly	break	away	 from	 the	 shackle	of	 the	 “pre-Zeus”	model	 and	 the	 feminine	power	












their	 overall	 ideas	 about	 the	 tent	 as	 an	 unquestionable	 representation	 of	 the	 reality.	
There	 are	 actually	 two	 levels	 to	 the	 symbolic	 principle	 of	 the	 tent:	 firstly,	 it	 indeed	
presents	an	idealized	imagination	about	the	cosmos,	which	in	turn	helps	to	construct	both	
individual	 identity	 (Ion)	 and	 communal	 principles	 (Athens);	 but	 secondly,	 as	 the	
disordered	 conflicts	 shown,	 the	 ideal	 construction	 cannot	 be	 entirely	 realized,	 which	
shows	 the	 tension	between	 the	 imagination	and	reality.	Goff	 (1988)	and	Mastronarde	
(1975)	try	to	explain	such	tension	from	another	viewpoint	by	indicating	that	the	pictures	














instinctive	 rage	 seems	 paradoxically	 beyond	 the	 prediction	 of	 the	 god	 of	 prophecy.51	
Without	his	rescue,	Creusa	would	have	killed	Ion	with	her	tricks.	The	god’s	ignorance	of	









go	wrong	many	 times:	 “Ion	 is	 indeed,	 as	 planned,	 accepted	 by	 Xuthus	 as	 his	 son	 and	
accepts	 him	 as	 a	 father,	 but	 he	 shows	 no	 enthusiasm	 for	 the	 life	 intended	 for	 him	 in	
Athens	and	would	rather	stay	in	Delphi;	Creusa	finds	out	about	the	plan	and	tries	to	kill	
him;	 he	 then	 threatens	 to	 kill	 Creusa	 himself,	 and	 is	 only	 reconciled	with	 her	 by	 the	
intervention	of	the	Pythia;	and	finally,	even	when	mother	and	son	have	been	reunited,	






















such	 a	 mortal	 world,	 Apollo	 finds	 that	 his	 plan,	 which	 seems	 natural	 to	 him,	 cannot	
work.55	The	same	principle	fails	to	be	applied	to	a	different	world.	Indeed,	when	a	god	





The	 failure	of	Apollo’s	plan	 leads	not	only	 to	an	unexpected	violence	when	 Ion	
attempts	to	return	to	Athens	but	also	a	disclosure	of	the	rape,	which	is	actually	beyond	




53	Apollo	 (god)	 and	Creusa	 (human)	 show	different	 attitudes	 toward	 the	 rape:	 10-35,	
336-354,	491-509,	880-910,	936-56,	1473-96.	Divine	indifference:	881ff.	Cf.	905ff.		
54	The	image	of	Apollo	in	this	play	is	also	identical	to	that	in	the	Oresteia	where	this	male	
god	 only	 represents	 men	 without	 consideration	 of	 women	 in	 human	 society.	 And	
similarly,	Apollo	 found	his	 view	 to	be	hardly	 accepted	by	human	beings	 and	 the	 vote	







heroes	 in	Homer’s	 Iliad,	 or	 is	 likely	 to	be	 treated	badly	 as	 a	bastard,	 like	Dionysus	 in	
Euripides’	Bacchae.	Even	if	those	heroes	are	honored	as	semi-gods,	like	Achilles,	this	race	
nevertheless	does	not	belong	to	human	society	within	a	polis,	and	has	to	suffer	more	than	
normal	 human	 beings.	 Either	 super-normal	 or	 sub-normal,	 the	 children	 are	 always	















its	 presence	 nevertheless	 indicates	 a	 reversal	 of	 the	 original	 expectations	 of	 both	







the	 mythic	 discourse	 and	 the	 human	 reality	 instead	 of	 simply	 a	 positive	 confirmed	
identity	for	Ion.	The	rape	of	Creusa	is	brought	to	light	and	the	autochthonous	order	of	
purity	which	Creusa	tried	to	maintain	is	destroyed	(cf.	Ion	73).		
Now	 the	 basket	 which	 is	 originally	 supposed	 to	 reaffirm	 the	 significance	 of	
autochthony	at	the	time	of	abandonment	transforms	into	open	evidence	for	the	violation	
of	that	significance.	The	secret	which	both	Creusa	and	Apollo	hope	to	keep	in	the	dark	can	
be	 held	 no	more.	 In	 the	 double	 failures	 of	 divine	 plan	 and	 autochthonous	 order,	 the	
recognition	 scene	 presents	 vividly	 a	 contradiction	 between	 idealized	 legitimacy	 and	
human	reality.	Even	 though	 the	god	 tries	 to	 reverse	 the	 chaotic	 situation,	his	attempt	
cannot	be	fully	realized	but	ironically	gives	rise	to	a	more	painful	reversal.	Neither	divine	
order	nor	autochthonous	order	 is	prevented	 from	being	challenged	 in	 the	real	human	
world. 60	We	 see	 that	 the	 dark	 side	 of	 the	 world	 constantly	 exists	 and	 is	 hard	 to	 be	
																																																						
58	It	 is	 true	 that,	 as	 argued	 by	many	 critics,	 the	 basket	 shows	 an	 intimate	 connection	
between	 the	mother,	 the	 son	and	 the	 social	myth	of	 autochthony	and	 the	 tokens	 in	 it	
resemble	an	ideal	construction	of	the	mythic	identity	of	autochthony;	but	as	we	will	see,	
in	the	context	of	the	tragedy,	the	basket	conveys	more	than	merely	a	positive	sense	of	
autochthony.	 For	 the	 mainstream	 views,	 see	 Loraux	 (1981)	 171,	 Zeitlin	 (1996)	 293,	
Mueller	 (2010).	See	also	Zacharia	 (2003)	111,	Sokolon	 (2013),	McClure	 (2015),	Sloan	
(2016).	












one	 for	 destruction	 and	 another	 for	 salvation.	 Although	 the	 former	 plays	 a	 more	
prominent	role	in	the	play,	as	has	been	noticed	by	many	readings,	it	is	the	combination	of	
the	 two	 that	 really	 brings	 out	 the	 comprehensive	meaning	 of	 this	divine	 gift.	 From	 a	
goddess	to	mortals:	the	blood	shows	symbolically	that	the	dual	condition	of	the	human	
world,	containing	both	good	and	bad,	is	the	result	of	a	divine	plan.	We	have	repeatedly	
seen	 in	 previous	 discussions	 how	 the	 dualistic	 opposition	 is	 perceived	 as	 the	 unique	
nature	of	human	society	which	sets	it	apart	from	the	divine	world	–	in	the	case	of	Pandora,	








and	has	actually	been	 indicated	 from	the	beginning.	We	may	still	 remember,	after	 the	











and	manipulated	 it;	 in	 the	end,	he	experienced	 the	deception	and	 is	going	 to	 live	as	a	












































difference	 between	 the	 two	 worlds,	 since	 one	 world	 is	 essentially	 an	 ordered	 world	
without	 morality	 (divine	 world),	 while	 another	 is	 a	 disordered	 world	 which	 needs	
morality	(human	world).62	The	maintaining	of	order	is	not	necessarily	the	same	as	the	
pursuit	of	ἀρετή.	In	turn,	an	immoral	world	is	also	not	necessarily	a	disorderly	world.	As	










founding	myth	 offers	 another	 founding	myth	 as	 its	 ending.	 Athena	 appears,	 rescuing	
Apollo’s	 almost-failed	 plan	 again, 65 	and	 acts	 once	 more	 as	 the	 goddess	 Athena	 who	
endows	the	founding	city	with	justification.	Athena	asked	Ion	to	acknowledge	the	rape	
history	of	his	biological	parents,	but	to	conceal	it	from	Xuthus,	his	new	father.	Ion	will	go	








from	 Apollo.	 And	 at	 the	 end	 of	 the	 play,	 Athena	 merely	 says	 that	 Apollo	 has	 done	






65 	At	 the	 very	 last	 moment,	 Ion	 is	 still	 suspicious	 that	 Apollo	 is	 his	 father.	 Without	



























lies	 with	 justification,	 to	 acknowledge	 them,	 use	 them,	 and	 even	 accept	 them	 as	 the	
intrinsic	nature	of	human	 life,	 since	only	with	 those	 lies	could	 the	darkness	of	human	
society	be	covered	–	even	if	it	is	only	a	temporary	resolution.	Indeed,	with	the	deception,	
the	new	myth	could	guarantee	 the	peace	of	 the	new	family,	 comfort	everyone’s	heart,	
form	 the	 basis	 of	 the	 history	 of	 origin,	 and	make	 an	 attempt	 to	 reconcile	 the	 tension	
between	the	human	world	and	the	divine	world.	But	the	more	we	need	these	 lies,	 the	
																																																						
66 	Saxonhouse	 (1986)	 271,	 Goff	 (1988),	 Segal	 (1999)	 96-97,	 Hoffer	 (1966)	 307-8.	
Although	 Zeitlin	 [(1996)	 298-99]	 and	 Loraux	 (1981)	 and	 have	 a	 more	 positive	 view	
























This	 chapter	 has	 attempted	 to	 show	 tragedy’s	 conversation	 with	 the	 civic	






real	 human	 society.	 In	 regard	 to	 this	 issue,	 Aeschylus’	 reflections	 tend	 to	 be	 more	
restrictive.	In	his	famous	trilogy,	he	still	presents	a	glorious	picture	of	this	civic	discourse:	
autochthonous	order	could	finally	be	established	through	a	divine	scheme	in	a	traditional	
sense	 despite	 the	 long	 delay	 of	 its	 victory.	 But	 it	 is	 with	 this	 deliberate	 delay	 that	
Aeschylus	 shows	 the	 potential	 problem	 that	 such	 an	 imagination	might	 have	 to	 face:	

























could	defend	 the	autochthonous	order	 in	 a	 forced	way,	 such	order	 could	not	keep	 its	
stability	because	the	human	world,	unlike	the	divine	world	of	Zeus,	is	by	nature	full	of	
































Through	 the	 narrative	 of	 the	 tragedies	we	 have	 already	 seen	 the	 critical	 issue	
regarding	 the	 idea	 of	 autochthony:	 being	 a	 construction	 of	 social	 order,	 this	 mythic	






show	that,	whereas	 tragedians	only	criticize	 the	mythic	 thought	within	 the	 traditional	
mythic	framework,	Plato	directly	attacks	this	mythic	framework	per	se.	For	him,	without	





his	 reflection	 on	 autochthony	 into	 a	 rethinking	 of	 the	 entire	 mythic	 system.	 Such	 a	
grander	 vision	 is	 of	 course	 closely	 related	 to	 the	 philosopher’s	 overall	 concern	 about	
																																																						
1	Autochthony	as	the	central	mythic	theme	is	seen	in	Republic	book	3,	5-7;	Timaeus.	23e1ff;	







narrative	 on	 which	 it	 is	 based.	 Moreover,	 as	 a	 funeral	 oration,	 Plato’s	 use	 and	 his	
reflection	on	autochthony	in	the	Menexenus	thus	also	only	linger	at	the	level	of	democratic	
politics	 and	 indigenous	meaning.	 However,	 as	 we	will	 see,	 a	much	 deeper	 and	more	
complete	theory	on	autochthony	as	social	myth	is	presented	in	Plato’s	trilogy	Republic-
Critias-Timaeus,	which	has	been	overlooked	by	previous	studies.	For	interpretation	of	the	






many	scholars	have	also	noted,	 in	 the	new	wave	of	 the	enlightenment	of	rationalism,3	
myth	in	the	5th	century	BCE	gradually	became	a	“problem	and/or	a	target	of	criticism	in	
both	 historiography	 and	 philosophy”4,	 whose	 meaning	 was	 no	 longer	 just	 a	 kind	 of	
formulated	speech	in	the	domain	of	legein	but	something	untrue	or	fabulous	in	opposition	
to	logos.	With	the	change	of	the	conceptualization	of	myth,	an	overall	rethinking	about	
myth	 thus	 becomes	 necessary.5 	So	 we	 can	 see	 that	 in	 Plato,	 myth	 as	 a	 false	 way	 of	
presenting	truth	is	deeply	reflected	and	it	is	thought	to	be	an	untrue	discourse,	especially	
in	the	form	of	poem	in	contrast	to	philosophical	dialectic.6		
But	 besides	 this	 well	 discussed	 rationalism	 in	 Plato’s	 philosophical	 agenda,	
another	motivation	which	receives	less	attention	in	recent	scholarship	is	actually	equally	









2	It	 is	 imperative	 to	 note	 that	my	 reference	 to	 “genre”	 here	 can	 be	 rather	 restrictive.	
Although	philosophy	–	philo-sophia,	 loving	wisdom	–	 is	 taken	as	a	category	of	writing	
form	later,	this	genre	has	not	been	fixed	with	specific	orthodox	in	5th	century	BCE	yet.	
Philosophy	as	a	genre	was	still	kept	in	debate	in	ancient	Greece,	and	Plato	is	certainly	one	
of	 the	 most	 prominent	 representatives	 of	 such	 a	 self-reflective	 thinking.	 So	 here	 by	
“philosophy”	I	mean	Plato’s	philosophy.	
3	Guthrie	(1962)	Vol.	III.		
4 	Fowler	 (2011)	 65.	 It	 is	 interesting	 to	 note	 that	 Fowler	 also	 points	 out	 that	 Plato’s	
complicated	stand	on	the	issue	is	a	reaction	to	Sophistic	views,	which	can	be	a	further	


































world,	one	should	not	 follow	 the	problematic	 traditional	 logic	of	 social	 formation	any	
more.	As	we	 can	 see	 in	Plato’s	Republic	book	 two,	 immediately	 before	his	 revision	of	



















“noble	 lie”,	 neither	 the	 divine	 world	 nor	 the	 human	world	 is	 formed	 through	 sexual	
reproduction	 triggered	 by	 erotic	 desire.	 Instead,	 the	 new	 human	 society,	 which	 still	
follows	divine	instruction,	is	formed	on	an	entirely	different	basis,	according	to	which	the	
human	 world	 becomes	 by	 nature	 an	 ordered	 society	 and	 so	 does	 the	 divine	 world.	














535e-36d;	Phae.	 245a;	Laws	719c.	On	Platonic	myth	as	a	medium	 for	 truth,	 see	Rowe	
(2012)	197,	Moors	(1982),	Brisson	(1998)	109.		
9	Halliwell	 argues	 that	Plato	exhibits	a	more	complex	attitude	 towards	poetry	as	both	
moral	narrative	and	something	for	emotional	pleasure,	where	Socrates	does	not	banish	
poetry	entirely	even	in	his	second	critique	in	Republic	Book	X	but	reserves	a	place	for	a	
reconciliation	 between	 philosophy	 and	 poetry,	 or	 to	 put	 it	 more	 erotically,	 for	
philosophy’s	 love	 for	 poetry.	 However,	 even	 if	 we	 take	 Halliwell’s	 view	 on	 the	
philosopher’s	eros	for	poetry	at	the	psychological	level,	Plato’s	great	hesitation	about	the	





(2012)	 and	 the	 collection	 of	 essays	 in	 Partenie	 (2009).	 Others	 see	 the	 relationship	
between	the	two	as	more	opposite	than	harmonious	although	they	still	acknowledge	that	
Platonic	 myth	 is	 connected	 to	 the	 realm	 of	 philosophical	 probing.	 See,	 for	 example,	
Brisson	(1998).	Morgan	(2000)	attempts	to	find	a	middle	but	more	sophisticated	way	to	
understand	the	relationship	between	mythos	and	logos,	proposing	that	the	two	in	effect	





changes:	mythos	 versus	 logos.	 From	 the	perspective	 of	 history	 of	 intellectual	 thought,	
Plato’s	concern	about	the	mythic	tradition	could	be	even	more	significant,	as	it	not	only	
presents	dynamic	interactions	between	myth	and	philosophy	with-in	Platonic	theory	but	
also	 offers	 us	 a	 grander	 picture	 with-out	 Plato	 where	 the	 philosopher	 and	 other	
intellectuals,	both	preceding	and	contemporary,	are	engaged	 in	 lively	conversation.	 In	
this	way,	we	see	that	the	philosopher’s	thought	is	projected	into	the	holistic	map	of	Greek	
culture.		
Now	let	us	go	 into	Plato’s	revision	of	autochthony.	 In	this	chapter,	 I	choose	the	
Republic	to	begin	my	discussion	as	it	is	the	longest	and	most	developed	example	of	Plato's	
re-thinking	 of	 autochthony,	 and	 it	 is	 most	 embedded	 in	 his	 systematic	 philosophical	







Rowe	 (2012).	 Regarding	 to	 the	 function	 of	 myth	 in	 philosophy,	 different	 myths	 in	
different	works	 are	 seen	 to	 be	 bearing	 different	 functions,	 such	 as	 persuasion	 (Rowe	
(2006)	Brisson	(1982)),	education	(Moore	(2012),	Avgousti	(2012),	Hooper	(2010))	and	
philosophical	 quest	 (Trabattoni	 (2012)),	 but	 all	 of	 them	 are	 rooted	 in	 the	 new	
understanding	of	the	notion	of	mythos.	
11	Of	 course,	 this	 case	 study	 does	 not	 go	 against	 autochthonous	myths	 in	 other	 texts.	
Although	 in	 narrative,	 these	 myths	 seem	 to	 vary	 from	 case	 to	 case,	 from	 the	 very	
fundamental	 standpoint,	 all	 of	 them	are	 consistent	with	 each	other	with	 the	 common	
concern	about	sexuality,	social	order	and	social	stability.	Unitarianism	could	be	said	to	be	
a	 common	norm	among	 ancient	 readers	 of	 Plato.	 This	 reading	 suggests	 that	 different	
works	 of	 Plato	 are	 concerned	 with	 the	 same	 issues	 but	 in	 different	 modes.	 The	
development	theory	comes	later	in	modern	criticism.	Rowe	[(2006)	15-16	and	(2007a)],	
for	example,	argues	the	weakness	of	the	development	theory	of	Plato’s	works	compared	






























indicating	the	significance	of	his	 following	narrative:	he	will	use	a	 form	of	 false	telling	
(pseudos)	to	present	something	true	or	something	noble	(gennaion).	If	we	still	remember	
Plato’s	 comments	 on	mythos	 just	 a	moment	 before	 the	 “noble	 lie”	 –	 “we	 tell	 children	
mythoi	first.	I	think	this	means	something	false	(pseudos)	on	the	whole,	but	there	can	be	










philosophical	 context.	 Therefore,	 Ferguson	 [(1981)	 260]	 and	 Thomson	 [(1936)	 32]	
prefer	 “fiction”	 as	 “it	 covers	 any	 statement	 describing	 events	 which	 never	 in	 fact	
occurred”.	See	also	Smith	(1985).	Cornford	[(1941)	103]	even	proposes	a	more	special	
translation:	“a	bold	flight	of	invention”.	Indeed,	it	is	hard	to	express	the	whole	meaning	











time,	 not	 only	 human	 beings	 but	 also	 weapons	 as	 well	 as	 other	 equipment	 were	 all	
formed	and	nurtured	(Rep.	414d:	πλαττόμενοι	καὶ	τρεφόμενοι)	under	the	soil	before	the	
































purer	 than	 the	 birth	 of	 Erichthonius:	 all	 the	 children	 here	 are	 nurtured	 and	 born	
straightforwardly	from	the	earth,	without	any	other	agents	as	potential	parents	at	all.	The	

















Although	 the	 myth	 is	 still	 autochthony,	 the	 entire	 foundation	 of	 the	 social	
formation	has	been	decisively	changed.	It	becomes	a	purely	asexual	reproductive	society.	








referring	 to	Hesiod’s	metal	myth,	 I	 shall	 suggest	 that	 it	 should	be	 taken	as	part	of	 the	
coherent	story,	although	it	indeed	echoes	Hesiod’s	tale.	The	coherence	of	the	two	parts	is	
first	of	all	stated	clearly	by	Socrates	himself.	After	Socrates	narrates	the	first	part,	Glaucon	






which	all	men	are	supposed	 to	do	 their	own	work	according	 to	 their	different	mental	
nature	without	any	transgression.16	
The	social	order	presented	 in	 the	 “noble	 lie”	 is	no	doubt	revolutionary.17	It	not	
only	 alters	 the	 original	meanings	 of	 the	 traditional	myths,	 but,	more	 importantly,	 by	
removing	 the	sexual	pattern	 from	social	origin,	 it	makes	a	great	effort	 to	 redefine	 the	
																																																						
however,	 Socrates	 asks	him	 to	wait,	 not	 to	be	 so	pressed	 to	bring	a	 conclusion	 to	his	
narrative	but	–	“nevertheless”	(ἀλλ᾽	ὅμως)	–	“listen	to	the	rest	of	the	story”	(ἄκουε	καὶ	τὸ	
λοιπὸν	 τοῦ	 μύθου).	 He	 is	 not	 thinking	 of	 a	 second	 story	 but	 a	 remaining	 part	 of	 the	
narrative	 –	 the	metal	 beings	 are	 earth-born	men	 and	 they	 are	 the	 sole	 subject	 of	 the	
revised	autochthony.	On	the	different	function	of	the	“two	myths”,	see	Hyland	(1988)	328,	
Benardete	 (1992)	 76-78,	 Carmola	 (2003),	 Schofield	 (2007),	Williams	 (2013).	 Cf.	 Van	
Noorden	(2009).	
16	There	 are	 substantial	 studies	 on	 Plato’s	 ideas	 about	 ‘moderation’	 (sophrosyne)	 and	
‘agreement’	 (homonoia)	 among	 the	 three	 parts	 of	 the	 soul	 at	 both	 cognitive	 and	
psychosocial	 levels;	 they	 largely	help	 to	 justify	 the	 collective	 friendship	 (philia)	 in	his	
ideal	 society	 so	 that	 the	 hierarchical	 classes	 can	 work	 together	 without	 tension	 or	
transgression.	Although	for	me	the	display	of	the	essential	structural	difference	between	
Plato’s	 autochthony	 and	 the	 traditional	 thinking	 is	more	 crucial	 for	 the	 theme	of	 this	
chapter,	an	understanding	of	the	topics	that	I	mentioned	above	will	enrich	my	relatively	




for	example	Cornford	 (1941),	Neu	 (1971),	Vlastos	 (1969),	Williams	 (2001),	Kamtekar	
(2004),	 Ferrari	 (2005),	 Scholfield	 (2006),	 (2010),	 Burnyeat	 (2006),	 Barney	 (2008),	












tend	 to	 be	 so	 political	 that	 they	 miss	 the	 deeper	 intention	 of	 this	 narrative.	 My	









































the	 autochthonous	birth	here	 structures	 a	hierarchy	 for	 the	political	polis,	 “it	 is	 not	 a	
defence	for	the	hierarchy	for	its	own	sake”	(p.	241)	but	leaves	a	space	for	the	equality	of	









–	 a	 pseudos,	 an	 imagined	 fable	 that	 is	 not	 real,	 even	 if	 there	 is	 something	 true	 in	 it.	
Everyone	would	have	to	admit	that,	in	the	real	human	world,	sexual	procreation	is	the	












































We	 just	 mentioned	 that	 the	 great	 difficulty	 of	 the	 gender	 issue	 is	 that	 the	
traditional	 division	 of	 two	 sexes	 is	 based	 on	 “human	 nature”,	 which	 seems	 to	 be	
unchallengeable.	Unless	this	very	basic	nature	is	questioned,	such	ground	is	hard	to	be	

















under	 the	 condition	 of	 philosophical	 education,	 proper	 knowledge	 and	 self-willed	
obedience.	 The	 intelligent	 guardian	 class	 offers	 an	 opportunity	 to	 realize	 Socrates’	
revolutionary	theory	and	to	achieve	the	ideal	conditions	(stable,	order	and	united);	for	
the	majority,	Socrates	has	maintained	the	traditional	social	structure	and	left	a	space	for	








people	 properly	 into	 categories	 through	 their	 nature. 25 	To	 put	 the	 question	 more	
straightforwardly:	what	is	the	basic	–	and	the	most	crucial	–	nature	for	social	division;	is	
it	 the	 gender	 or	 something	 else?	 Socrates	 argues	 that	 what	 is	 really	 decisive	 for	 the	
division	is	the	nature	of	the	intellectual	soul	instead	of	biological	sexuality.	He	raises	the	
rather	humorous	example	of	bald	men	and	asks	 “whether	bald	 shoemakers	 share	 the	







































and	women,	but	 also	has	 fundamentally	 changed	 the	definition	 of	 human	nature.26	By	
emphasizing	the	significance	of	the	soul	and	intelligence,	the	fundamental	principle	for	
social	 organization	 is	 thus	 decisively	 turned	 to	 hierarchical	 stratification.	 In	 a	 more	
straightforward	way,	 the	 foundation	 for	 social	 order	 is	 shifted	 from	physical	 body	 to	
intellectual	 soul,	 which	 refers	 again	 to	 the	 ranked	 metallic	 capacity	 in	 the	 revised	
autochthony.27	
The	 equalization	 of	 women	 and	men	 in	 this	 section	 has	 been	 a	 battlefield	 for	
feminism	 since	 the	 1970s.28	On	 this	 issue,	 interpretations	 are	 rather	 polarized,	 either	
praising	 Plato	 as	 a	 political	 hero	 emancipating	 women	 or	 accusing	 him	 of	 having	







does	 invoke	 the	 “each	 does	 his	 own	 job	 according	 to	 natural	 endowment”	 rule	 and	
initially	generates	an	egalitarian	city	of	craftsmen	each	sharing	his	skills.	However,	this	is	







bias	and	 is	always	written	under	social	context.”	From	the	 ignorance	of	gender	 issues	














the	 status	 of	 women	 in	 Socrates’	 ideal	 city	 always	 swings	 between	 the	 two	 in	 the	
framework	of	feminism.31	
	Indeed,	 some	 other	 scholars	 have	 tried	 to	 extract	 their	 readings	 from	 this	
theoretical	framework,	but	most	of	their	strategies	tend	to	obscure	the	targeted	points	
while	avoiding	a	solution	to	the	real	problem.	Strauss	and	Bloom,	for	example,	regard	this	





What	most	 of	 the	 previous	 readings	 have	 overlooked	 is	 the	 redefinition	 of	 the	
nature	of	both	men	and	women.	As	we	have	noted	above,	men	and	women	in	Socrates’	








granted.	 In	 the	party	where	equality	 is	 to	 some	degree	acknowledged,	 some	scholars,	
such	as	Olugbade	(1989),	argue	that	Plato	indeed	revolutionarily	proposes	the	equality	
of	women.	Some	less	certain	readers	such	as	Mill	[(1970)	100]	would	argue	that	there	




























foundation	 in	 the	 construction	 of	 Socrates’	 “autochthonous”	 society.	 By	 neglecting	
physical	difference	and	only	emphasizing	intellectual	character,	the	“first	wave”	not	only	
eliminates	the	contrast	between	the	sexes	but	also	–	and	more	importantly	–		attempts	to	























































39	There	 is	 no	 room	 for	 personal	 erotic	 desire	 not	 only	 because	 eros	makes	men	 and	
women	different	from	each	other	but	also	because	personal	emotion	allows	individuals	
to	 form	a	sense	of	attachment,	which	 is	against	 the	 idea	of	 indiscriminate	geometrical	
order.	But	whether	such	an	ideal	state	can	be	realized	is	another	issue.	On	the	discussion	
of	eros,	 see	Grube	(1935)	270,	Taylor	(1956)	278,	Strauss	(1964)	111-18,	138,	Bloom	















This	 atomized	 arrangement	 lays	 the	 foundation	 for	 the	 next	 radical	 step:	 the	
abolition	of	family.	When	children	are	born,	they	are	raised	in	common	so	that	all	parents	
share	 all	 children	 and	 all	 children	 share	 all	 parents.	 Without	 the	 binding	 through	
offspring,	any	sexual	relationship	is	able	to	be	as	temporary	as	possible:	it	only	lasts	for	a	
very	short	period	of	time	(in	the	process	of	fertilization)	for	a	precisely	targeted	purpose	








or	a	Delphi	 girl	 any	more.	They	all	become,	 in	a	 radical	 sense,	 atoms	without	 specific	
individual	 connection.	Now	 the	 entire	 traditional	 social	 framework	 is	 broken	 and	 the	
atomization	of	individual	persons	offers	a	solid	ground	for	the	re-construction	of	a	new	
social	structure,	the	social	order	of	intelligence.	In	this	sense,	there	seems	to	be	no	more	














459e).	 Intellectual	goodness	 is	 the	only	 reference	 for	 the	grouping	of	people,	and	 this	
primary	category	is	now	applied	in	sexual	combination.	The	gold	is	born	from	the	gold	–	
if	we	 remember	 this	 prominent	 phrase	 in	 the	 “noble	 lie”.	 Plato’s	 ideal	 social	 order	 is	






































rule	 of	 the	 rulers,	 i.e.	 philosopher-kings.45	In	 the	 “third	 wave”,	 the	 close	 connections	
between	the	first	two	“waves”	and	the	appointment	of	rulers	is	clearly	stated	by	Socrates	





is	divine	 and	orderly	 (θείῳ	δὴ	καὶ	κοσμίῳ),	 regulated	and	always	 internally	consistent.	
Through	learning	and	imitating	(Rep.	500c:	μιμεῖσθαι)	the	world	of	truth,	society	under	
the	 rule	of	philosophers	 can	also	achieve	a	 certain	order	 like	 the	divine	 (Rep.500c-d),	
enjoying	peaceful	stability	and	unity.	This	 is	why	the	citizens,	 if	 they	truly	understand	
such	benefits,	should	certainly	follow	the	rule.		
The	 core	 concept	 of	 “imitation”	 in	 autochthony	 appears	 here	 again.47	While	 in	






















But	 this	movement	 is	not	easy.	To	appeal	 to	a	new	 justification	means	 that	 the	
traditional	 agent,	 i.e.	 the	 divine	 world	 of	 gods,	 shall	 inevitably	 be	 challenged.	 How	
dangerous	the	revolution	is!	Such	a	proposal	is	nothing	but	a	forced	subversion	of	the	very	








terms	become	useful	 and	beneficial”	 (Rep.	 505a).	 The	 construction	 of	 society	 and	 the	
exercise	 of	 rulership	 thus	 become	 intrinsically	 subject	 to	 the	 metaphysical	 world	 of	















48	Johansen	(2013)	 insightfully	points	out	 that	“there	are	points	 in	 the	Republic	where	
cosmology	 of	 the	 sort	 developed	 in	 the	Timaeus	 intrudes	 on	 the	 ethical	 and	 political	
account,	 in	a	way	 that	 shows	 the	essential	 interconnectedness	 for	Plato	of	 the	human	




Plato’s	 new	 cosmology	 and	 theology,	 that	 the	 divine	 world	 is	 indeed	 significantly	
transformed:	 it	 is	 no	 longer	 a	 sexual	world	 of	 eros	 and	 eris,	 but,	 as	 has	 already	 been	





An	 explicit	 dramatic	 connection	 between	 the	 Republic	 and	 the	 prelude	 of	 the	
Timaeus	 indicates	 that	 the	 following	discussion	 in	 the	Timaeus	 is	 closely	 linked	 to	 the	
dialogue	that	happened	“yesterday”	(Tim.	17a,	17b,	17c)	in	the	Republic.49	Well	before	the	
coming	 of	 “today”,	 immediately	 after	 the	 conversation	 of	 yesterday,	 the	 interlocutors	
have	already	begun	to	reflect	on	Socrates’	speech.	We	are	told	that	they	talked	about	the	





detail:	 how	 the	 new	 autochthonous	 social	 order	 is	 established	 and	 how	 the	 class	 of	
guardians	is	formed.	If	Critias’	ideal	city	in	action	is	an	expected	continuance	of	Socrates’	
ideal	city	in	speech,	why	is	the	cosmology	presented	as	a	follow-up	topic?	












50	On	 the	omission	of	 the	philosopher,	 some	scholars	ascribe	 it	 to	 the	development	of	








However,	 instead	 of	 following	 the	 negative	 interpretation	 above,	 I	 propose	 a	 positive	
reading:	 under	 the	 context	 of	 the	 prelude	 where	 a	 Platonic	 drama	 usually	 forms	 its	









that	 the	 issue	 of	 cosmology	 is	 so	 complicated	 that	 it	 needs	 an	 additional	 lengthy	
















52	It	 is	 interesting	 to	note	 that	 the	cosmology	 is	 introduced	by	 the	 form	of	monologue	
instead	of	the	dialectic	usually	used	for	philosophical	probing.	The	deliberate	choice	of	
the	 dialogue	 pattern	may	well	 indicate	 the	 relationship	 between	 the	 Cosmos	 and	 the	
higher	 world	 of	 Forms.	 Ascending	 from	 the	 investigation	 of	 the	 Cosmos	 to	 the	












explicit	 indication	 of	 the	 philosopher’s	 self-consciousness	 response	 to	 the	 mythic	
tradition.	Starting	with	an	invocation	of	gods,	the	topic	of	the	cosmic	origin	is	shown	to	
be	closely	linked	to	the	issue	of	the	theological	world.	For	the	audience,	this	might	seem	
a	 rather	 conventional	 start,	 as	 that	 in	 the	 traditional	mythic	 system:	 the	origin	of	 the	
Cosmos	 per	 se	 is	 equal	 to	 the	 generation	 of	 the	 gods. 53 	However,	 right	 after	 the	
introduction	of	the	“gods”,	we	are	told	that	the	divine	figure	involved	in	the	origin	of	the	
new	Cosmos	is	only	a	single	god,	Demiurge	(Tim.	28a:	ὁ	δημιουργὸς),	i.e.	a	craftsman	(Tim.	
28a),	 the	maker	and	 father	 (Tim.	28c)	of	 the	universe.	 It	 is	he	alone	who	“makes”	 the	
Cosmos.		
It	is	interesting	to	note	that	the	Demiurge	is	referred	to	as	both	maker	(ποιητής)	
and	 father	 (πατήρ).	 It	 has	 been	 argued	 that	 these	 two	 identities	 essentially	 form	 a	
paradoxical	combination,	as	the	former	is	the	one	who	“creates”	things	artificially	while	
the	latter	is	the	one	who	“begets”	children	naturally.54	But	I	would	suggest	that	such	a	
paradoxical	 identity	 may	 have	 indicated	 a	 transformed	 pattern	 of	 the	 origin	 of	 the	
Cosmos.	 The	 Cosmos	 is	 no	 longer	 conceived	 according	 to	 the	 traditional	 picture	 of	
generational,	especially	sexual,	procreation	but	 is	brought	 into	being	 in	a	certain	non-
sexual	way,	though	the	craftsman	who	makes	it	can	still	be	recognized	as	a	father,	i.e.	a	
source	 of	 origin.	 This	 new	 god	 thus	 becomes	 distinguished	 from	 traditional	 gods,	
especially	those	in	the	first	generation,	whose	physical	bodies	are	directly	taken	as	parts	














Certainly,	 the	 new	 origin	 is	 entirely	 different	 from	 the	 traditional	 one.	 At	 the	
mythic	level,	the	Demiurge	can	be	taken	as	one	kind	of	beginning	of	the	Cosmos,	as	it	is	
he	who	brings	to	light	the	most	perfect	being.	Taking	it	as	a	living	creature	with	bodily	
form	 (Tim.	 30b)	 –	 another	 transformed	 feature	 in	 response	 to	 the	 traditionally	
personalised	 Cosmos	 –	 the	 process	 of	 “making”	 the	 universe	 is	 narrated	
straightforwardly	 as	 a	 combination	 of	 soul	 and	body.	Although	 this	 narrative	 is	 often	
criticized	for	its	teleological	approach,55	the	logic	behind	it	is	still	significant.	According	
to	 Timaeus,	 the	most	 beautiful	 being	 (Tim.	 29a)	 is	 perfect	 without	 any	 instability	 or	
conflicts	a	priori,	both	 in	 its	visible	body	and	 invisible	soul,	 since	when	making	 it,	 the	
Demiurge	“fixed	his	eyes	on	eternal”	so	that	the	Cosmos	could	be	“constructed	after	the	
Forms	 through	 reasoning	 and	 thought”	 in	 imitation	 (Tim.	 29a).	 Following	 the	 same	
principle	of	the	Forms,	the	making	of	the	body	and	the	soul	can	thus	be	consistent	with	
one	another.		
The	 entire	 process	 of	 the	 generation	 is	 highly	mathematized	 and	 rationalized.	
Both	of	them	are	constructed	in	a	numerical	model	and	with	geometric	beauty.	As	we	can	
see,	on	 the	bodily	 level,	 four	basic	elements	 (fire,	air,	water	and	earth)	 transform	and	
conjoin	with	each	other	in	certain	ratios	and	by	the	help	of	a	“middle”	term	in	the	concept	
of	 triplicity.56	At	 the	 level	 of	 the	 soul	 (the	 ruler	 of	 the	 body),	 too,	 the	 construction	 is	
composed	 in	 a	 similarly	 arithmetic	 way	 in	 which	 a	 triple	 theory	 of	 dividing	 and	
combination	 is	 conducted:	 the	soul	 is	 composed	by	 the	 Indivisible	Same,	 the	Divisible	
																																																						
55	Morrow	 (1950),	 Lee	 (1971)	 7,	 Vlastos	 (1975),	 Sedley	 (1977,	 2009),	 Cleary	 (1997)	




unity	 with	 predictable	 changes	 (Tim.	 32a).	 When	 this	 pattern	 is	 applied	 to	 the	 four	








At	 this	 moment,	 there	 is	 no	 need	 to	 go	 into	 a	 detailed	 discussion	 of	 such	 a	

















perplexing	 sections	 in	 the	 entire	 Timaeus.	 Its	 difficulty	 focuses	 on	 the	 ambiguous	
meanings	of	the	Indivisible,	the	Divisible	and	the	blending,	which	have	provoked	varying	












division	has	been	accomplished,	all	 the	numbers	are	put	 together	again	 in	an	ordered	
fashion	to	form	the	final	pattern	of	the	soul.	 It	 is	 imperative	to	note	that,	according	to	
Klein	[(1968)	46-60],	 in	ancient	Greek	thought	one	 is	not	regarded	as	a	number	but	a	
pure	unit	–	the	smallest	number	begins	with	two	since	numbers	are	really	numbers	of	



















manifests	 the	 natural	 congruence	 between	 the	 Forms	 and	 the	 Cosmos.60	This	 is	why,	
when	for	a	second	time	Timaeus	discusses	the	“origin”	of	the	Cosmos,	the	imitation	of	the	
















































64	Burnyeat	 (2005),	 for	 example,	 argues	 that	 the	 property	 of	 being	 “eikôs”	 should	 be	
understood	 as	 the	 virtue	 of	 being	 “reasonable”,	which	 reduces	 the	 significance	 of	 the	
literal	reading.	Grasso	(2012)	and	Brisson	(2012a)	attempt	to	respond	to	this	view	by	
restoring	the	complexity	of	the	“likely	discourse”	and	the	relationship	between	mythos	
and	 logos.	 Although	 it	 is	 debatable	 whether	 the	 translation	 for	 the	 “eikôs”	 should	 be	
“reasonable,”	it	is	plausible	that	the	“likely	discourse”	of	Timaeus	is	a	“true”	mythos	in	the	
sense	that	it	is	rooted	in	a	direct	apprehension	of	the	ultimate	intelligible	form.	The	issue	
is	 even	 more	 complex	 at	 the	 level	 of	 etymology	 and	 linguistics,	 which	 forges	 a	
philosophical	awareness	of	its	limitation	in	the	paradoxical	use	of	logos	for	philosophical	
quest.	As	Morgan	[(1998)	275-77]	notes:	“Since	Timaeus’	cosmological	account	is	limited	
















not	of	 the	cosmos.	 In	this	regard,	Timaeus’	cosmos	 is	a	 finite	and	 limited	 realm	that	 is	




































subverted.	 Chaos	 is	 expelled	 forcibly	 from	 the	 realm	 of	 “cosmos”	 and	 all	 traditional	
conflicts	and	disorder	in	the	origin	of	Cosmos	are	also	cut	out.	Within	the	scope	of	the	
Cosmos,	 the	 issue	of	 the	“establishment”	of	order	 is	a	pseudo-proposition,	as	 the	very	









without	 any	 forced	 suppression	 of	 disorder	 but	 is	 a	 pure	 single	 being	 without	
opposition.70		The	change	–	the	“becoming”	of	the	Cosmos	–	is	straightforwardly	ordered	
without	potential	conflicts.	If	the	world	of	Zeus	is	still	threatened	by	constant	challenges	




70 	In	 considering	 unpredictable	 disorder	 and	 randomness	 within	 the	 Cosmos,	 Plato	























establishment	 of	 the	 highest	 authority	 of	 the	 eternal	 world	 is	 significant.	 As	 the	
justification	 of	 the	 cosmic	 order	 comes	 exclusively	 from	 this	 higher	 being,	 all	 the	
creatures	within	the	Cosmos	will	naturally	follow	the	same	principle.	The	world	of	Forms	


































star	 gods	 are	 said	 to	 be	 created	 by	 the	 Demiurge	 and	 the	 traditional	 gods	 are	 born	
generationally	from	their	own	reproduction.	Why	are	there	two	groups	of	gods?	It	is	an	
odd	 setting,	which	 invites	many	debates	on	 their	 relationship.76	For	many	 scholars,	 it	


















the	 traditional	 world	 of	 gods	 is	 fundamentally	 changed:	 it	 is	 made	 subject	 to	 the	
















the	gods	would	 frame	 the	society	 in	 that	way,	with	 the	highest	principle	 the	world	of	











body	 (Tim.	 61d-87b,	 especially	 82a	 ff.)	 based	 on	 the	 understanding	 of	 balance	 and	
unbalance	 of	 geometry,	mathematics	 and	 proportion,	which	we	 do	 not	 have	 space	 to	
investigate	at	length	here.	What	is	significant	for	us	is	that,	as	disorder	comes	into	being,	
the	differences	between	good	and	bad,	moral	and	immoral,	justice	and	injustice	appear.	
How	 does	 Plato	 deal	 with	 this?	 Naturally,	 following	 the	 principle	 of	 the	 eternity,	 the	
highest	status	within	these	races	is	given	to	those	who	“always	follow	justice”	(Tim.	41c),	
while	 those	who	 do	 things	 unjustly	will	 be	 degraded	 in	 the	 next	 birth.	 In	 this	way,	 a	
distinctive	hierarchy	in	the	realm	of	mortals	appears:	from	high	to	low,	there	are	men,	
women	and	beasts.	This	successive	chain	depends	exclusively	on	following	the	eternal	
principle.	 Therefore,	mastering	 the	 intellectual	 soul,	which	 always	 follows	 the	 eternal	
Forms	 through	 rational	 reasoning,	 becomes	 crucial.	 Intelligence	 is	 directly	 linked	 to	













imitate	gods	(mortal	vs	 immortal),	women	are	 inferior	 to	men	(irrational	vs	rational),	
beasts	 are	 inferior	 to	women	 (more	 irrational	 vs	 rational).	 The	higher	 the	 status,	 the	










changes	 by	 nature:	 it	 is	 γένεσις,	 becoming.	 In	 the	 phenomenal	 realm,	 its	 diversity,	
instability	and	natural	feature	of	movement	and	conflict	not	only	fail	to	provide	a	solid	
ground	for	order,	but	also	encourage	a	justification	of	those	conflicts	and	disorder	if	taken	
as	 a	model	 for	 imitation.	 This	 is	 exactly	 the	 trouble	 of	 the	 traditional	 cosmology	 and	
theology.	The	mythic	narrative	of	 the	 cosmic	generation	 is	 a	depiction	of	 conflict	 and	
change	 per	 se:	 the	 genealogical	 universe	 is	 a	 battle	 field	 for	 engendered	 beings.	 The	





According	to	Plato,	 if	such	aporia	 is	 to	be	overcome	and	 if	social	order	 is	 to	be	











have	 completely	 given	way	 to	 the	new	divinity	 and	 fade	 out	 from	 the	 relationship	 of	
divine	heaven	and	human	beings.	Their	only	function	in	the	new	system	is	to	strengthen	
the	hierarchical	order;	since	they	are	“gods”,	they	still	rank	highly,	but	the	foundation	for	





oriented	 Cosmos,	 disorders	 are	 by	 no	means	 absent.	 They	 do	 appear	 later,	 after	 the	






a	 return	 to	 the	original	 condition.	The	sequential	 creation	of	men,	women	and	beasts	
manifests	exactly	this	process:	the	degradation	of	these	races	is	based	on	the	failure	to	
behave	 justly,	but	as	 long	as	someone	ceases	 from	injustice	and	“yields	himself	 to	 the	
revolution	of	 the	Same	and	 the	Similar	 that	 is	within	him,	and	dominating	by	 force	of	
reason”	he	shall	“return	again	to	the	semblance	of	his	first	and	best	(τὸ	τῆς	πρώτης	καὶ	
ἀρίστης)	state”	(Tim.	42d),	even	if	he	is	currently	at	the	bestial	stage.		





Ὁμοίωσις	 θεῷ	 κατὰ	 τὸ	 δυνατόν,	 “becoming	 like	 god	 so	 far	 as	 is	 possible”,	 is,	







This	mechanism,	 by	 assuming	 that	 human	nature	 is	 good,	 opens	up	 the	possibility	 of	
pursuing	 Good	 for	 every	 individual	 and	 society. 79 	Recall	 that,	 in	 the	 revised	
autochthonous	order	of	the	Republic,	men	and	women	are	different.	Although	they	share	
the	same	nature,	women	are	in	general	inferior	to	men.80	Now	such	inferiority	seems	to	
find	 a	 reason	 here.	 With	 the	 new	 definition	 of	 man	 and	 woman,	 woman’s	 general	
inferiority	 is	primarily	conceptual:	 in	the	sense	of	concept,	woman	belongs	to	a	 lower	







the	 knowledge	 of	 the	 eternal	 world.	 Invisible	 though	 the	 world	 is,	 the	 progressive	
demonstration	of	the	cosmic	creation	offers	a	path	of	ascending.	The	eternal	principle	
can	be	traced	back	through	low	to	high,	from	less	likely	to	more	likely,	from	the	creation	
of	 man	 to	 the	 creation	 of	 Cosmos.	 Now	 all	 the	 mathematical,	 proportional	 and	







































As	 we	 have	 discussed	 above,	 in	 Socrates’	 discourse	 of	 autochthony,	 the	 most	





Cosmos	 geometrically	 are	 themselves	 shown	 to	 be	 geometrically	 formed	 from	 the	
combination	 of	 triangles	 (53e-56e).	 For	 a	 graphic	 demonstration,	 see	 Vlastos	 (1975)	




85 	I	 emphasize	 the	 role	 of	 geometry	 as	 it	 shows	 an	 entirely	 different	 foundation	 of	
sociology	 and	 theology	 from	 the	 traditional	 thinking.	 But,	 as	 I	 have	 indicated	 above,	
geometry	is	not	the	highest	form	of	presentation	and	intellectual	thinking	since	it	is,	for	
example,	 inferior	 to	 dialectic	 and	 is	 different	 from	metaphysical	 thinking	 (appearing	
before	 the	 pursuit	 of	 philosophy)	 and	 thereby	 should	 not	 be	 taken	 directly	 as	 a	
representative	of	the	highest	philosophical	thought.			
86	Carone	(2004)	342.	









Cosmologically	 speaking,	 the	 holistic	 social	 structure	 constructed	 by	 Socrates’	
speech	is	in	essence	coherent	with	the	cosmological	structure	and	thus	the	overall	divine	
world.	The	parallel	between	social	order	and	cosmological	order	is	clear:	both	of	them	
are	 formed	hierarchically	 and	 geometrically	 from	 atomized	 units	 based	 on	 intelligent	
capacity.	At	the	physical	level,	the	mathematical	and	atomized	formation	guarantees	the	








order	 is	 already	beyond	 the	 dimension	 of	 imitation.	 The	 two	 realms,	 i.e.	 the	world	 of	
human	beings	and	the	world	of	divinity,	are	 identical	and	interconnected	 intrinsically.	
Thus	it	 is	more	plausible	to	say	that	the	ideal	social	order	 is	endowed	with	the	innate	
nature	 of	 the	 eternal	 principle	 and	 is	 thereby	 fundamentally	 rooted	 in	 the	 naturally	




The	 pursuit	 of	 the	 ideal	 city	 thus	 means	 a	 desire	 to	 return	 to	 nature	 and	 a	




























Athena	 and	 Hephaestus”	 immediately	 before	 he	 recalls	 Socrates’	 social	 theory.	
Structurally	speaking,	these	two	stories	act	as	a	prelude	for	the	later	narrative,	and	they	
are	 linked	 so	 closely	 to	 the	 earth-born	myth	 in	 Socrates’	 speech	 that	 they	 should	 be	
integrated	into	the	entire	narrative	system	without	a	break.		
It	is	noticeable	that	both	of	the	two	points	are	concerned	with	the	world	of	gods.	



























other	 by	 their	 love	 of	wisdom	 and	 craftsmanship	 (Cri.	 109c).	 Later,	 all	 the	 names	 of	









the	 layout	 of	 the	 ancient	 Athenian	 city	 follows	 an	 ordered	 pattern	 according	 to	 the	
geometrical	principle	of	the	Cosmos	(Cri.	112a-d.	cf.116a).		




to	be	completed.	 It	 is	 significant	 to	note	 that	 the	narrative	of	 the	world	of	 the	gods	 is	


































Bloom	 (1968),	 who	 claim	 that	 the	 entire	 Republic	 is	 a	 utopian	 construction	 which	









is	 such	 a	 break	 that	 allows	 the	 greatest	 extension	 of	 his	 theory	 and	 thereby	 offers	 a	
beautiful	experiment	on	 the	dreamed	society.	See	also	 the	discussion	 in	my	Coda.	For	
discussion	on	utopian	 features	 in	 the	Republic,	 see	Taylor	(1956)	278,	Popper	(1952),	
Annas	(1981),	Benardete	(1992),	Burnyeat	(1992),	Rosen	(2005),	Morrison	(2007).	On	





an	equalization	of	man/women’s	nature,	 a	 sharing	of	 children	and	an	abolition	of	 the	









world	of	 Forms.	As	 the	 rule	 of	 a	philosopher-king	 follows	 exactly	 the	principle	 of	 the	
world	of	Forms	which	is	always	stable,	harmonious	and	orderly,	social	order	in	human	
society	could	be	expected	to	be	maintained	in	a	stable	condition	as	that	of	 the	eternal	
world.	The	teleological	 investigation	of	cosmology	and	theology	 in	 the	Timaeus-Critias	
offers	solid	theoretical	support	to	such	congruence.	As	presented	by	Timaeus,	the	Cosmos	





Timaeus-Critias,	 the	 pattern	 of	 the	 Cosmos,	 the	 existence	 of	 beings	 and	 the	 order	 of	
society	are	all	consistent	with	one	another	and	share	a	common	feature	of	geometrical	
intelligence.	They	all	look	up	to	the	world	of	Forms.		






















in	 such	 vase	 paintings	 overtime	 still	 allows	 us	 to	 assume	 that	 the	 popularity	 of	
autochthonous	myths	is	likely	to	have	ended	long	before	the	late	4th	century	BCE.		
In	the	field	of	literature	and	philosophy,	Plato	(428-347	BCE)	might	be	considered	






he	 simply	 took	 it	 to	 mean	 “indigenous”	 without	 any	 further	 discussion	 on	 its	 social	
thinking:	 “Noble	 birth	 (eugeneia)…means	 that	 its	 members	 or	 inhabitants	 are	
autochthonous…”	 (1360b30-33).	 At	 this	 point,	 he	 seemed	 to	 believe	 that	 the	 term	
autochthony	 and	 its	 myths	 had	 already	 become	 something	 with	 fixed	 meaning	 in	





we	 can	 see,	 Aristotle’s	 neglect	 of	 the	 autochthonous	 myths	 derives	 from	 his	 general	
concern	about	Greek	myth.	This	pupil	of	Plato	not	only	inherited	his	teacher’s	scepticism	












subtleties	 of	 mythologists.	 Let	 us	 turn	 rather	 to	 those	 who	 reason	 by	 means	 of	
demonstration.”	(Met.	III.	1000	a	11-20)2	It	is	such	a	negative	view	that	marks	the	death	
of	autochthonous	myths	in	Aristotle’s	writing.		
The	 situation	 remained	 the	 same	 after	 him,	 and	 there	 were	 no	 longer	mythic	
conversations	 concerning	 autochthony	 between	 different	 agents.	 “Autochthony”	 was	




texts	 (as	we	 have	 seen	 in	 chapter	 2),	 but	 all	 these	writings	 are	 just	 records	 of	 those	
popular	versions	in	the	past	and	no	critical	reflections	on	autochthony	are	offered	here.	
Centuries	later,	when	we	talk	about	“autochthony”	today	either	in	the	area	of	Classics	or	























of	myth	depends	on	 its	nature	of	mutation	and	variation	–	all	 the	 lively	conversations	
between	mythic	narratives	must	rely	on	the	possibility	of	narrating	myth	variously	with	
a	self-consciousness	of	adaption	and	revision.	When	myth	began	to	be	written	down,	such	









but	was	 also	 developed	 as	 a	 socio-cultural	 discourse	 in	 the	 form	 of	myth	 for	 further	
intellectual	probing.	Located	in	a	specific	period	of	history,	it	is,	of	course,	a	non-universal	
message	 for	 human	 beings;	 but	 on	 the	 other	 hand,	 it	 is	 a	 significantly	 generalizable	
message	for	individuals	in	history,	for	whom	it	becomes	a	central	point	of	concern	which	
engenders	 endless	 conversations.	 From	 public	 oration,	 vase	 painting,	 mythic	 telling,	
architectural	 construction,	 to	 literature	 and	 even	 to	 philosophy,	 autochthony	 reached	








and	 history	 are	 all	 integrated.	 In	 this	 framework,	 Athenian	 thinking	 about	 society	 is	


















tragedians,	 the	very	basis	of	 social	 formation	 (sexuality,	eros	 and	 social	 change)	 itself	
determines	 that	 the	human	world	 is	 an	 ever-changing	 society	where	 threats	 to	 social	
order	 are	 unable	 to	 be	 removed	 by	 simply	 suppressing	 or	 eliminating	 women,	 as	 is	
imagined	 in	 the	 divine	 world.	 Plato,	 on	 the	 other	 hand,	 in	 writing	 his	 version	 of	
autochthonous	myths,	made	an	even	harsher	response.	He	not	only	challenged	this	civic	
thought	 but	 also	 put	 the	 entire	 mythic	 tradition	 into	 question.	 The	 real	 difficulty	 in	
establishing	social	order,	for	Plato,	is	the	problematic	mode	of	social	thinking	in	mythic	
























impossible”	 (Rep.	 499c-d)	 –	 this	 theoretical	 construction	 is	 in	 essence	 almost	
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